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The institutional pressures placed on the Ontario college system, exercised through funding 
model reform, brought forward organizational challenges difficult for even the most fiscally 
savvy to navigate. The enrollment corridor mechanism and the expansion of the proportions of 
the differentiation envelope to create a performance-based grant, implemented via the 2020-25 
Strategic Mandate Agreement (SMA3), demonstrate the Provincial Government’s calls for 
efficiencies and accountability and the alignment of institutional and provincial priorities. 
Remaining financially sustainable while moving from performance reporting to performance 
funding and weathering the impacts of the Covid-19 pandemic requires a solid understanding of 
not only enrollment challenges and opportunities but also data and information used to inform 
decisions. Institutional Research (IR) units are responsible for providing leaders with data and 
information for this work. However, access to data and information does not imply their 
effective use (Marsh et al., 2006), pointing to a gap in data literacy skills amongst higher 
education leaders (Mathies, 2018). The problem of practice that will be examined is the role of 
IR in supporting effective data-driven decision-making related to achievement of the College X 
enrollment and SMA3 priorities. This Organizational Improvement Plan proposes that an 
existing Strategic Enrollment Management governance structure be leveraged for development 
and implementation of a group-level capacity building strategy. The planned change is used to 
inform enhancements to existing data tools and resources responsive to stakeholder needs and 
mindful of organizational context. The Change Path Model (Cawsey et al., 2016) provides the 
framework to implement this solution using distributed and adaptive leadership approaches. 
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 This Organizational Improvement Plan (OIP) addresses a problem of practice (PoP) 
concerning the role of Institutional Research (IR) in supporting effective data-driven decision-
making (DDDM) at a large public college located in Ontario, Canada.  
Chapter 1 of this OIP provides an overview of the College X organizational context. 
Emphasis is placed on examining the external political, economic, social, and technological 
factors that contextualize the environment in which College X is situated. The need for change is 
established through examination of macro, meso, and micro enabling forces of relevance to the 
PoP. This analysis demonstrates that organizational decision-making, behaviors and actions are 
not independent of the environments they operate in, dominant trends, and surrounding 
factors. Highlighting the evidence of the funding policy reform and external pressures in the 
organizational context, structure, dynamics, approaches, and practices, I proceed to explain the 
alignment between my personal leadership philosophy, views, and agency related to the 
identified PoP. 
An overview of distributed governance structure, in place to enable collaborative and 
cross-functional decision-making, is provided, as well as a discussion of the utility of distributed 
leadership approach. Adaptive leadership approach is introduced and identified as an 
empowering mechanism for implementing and facilitating responsive organizational change. 
Given the identified problem of practice, three guiding questions for this PoP emerge:  
 How do organizational, group and individual stakeholder readiness for change 
influence the PoP?  
 What leadership challenges could emerge from this PoP?  
 What strategies could be employed to enable effective DDDM?  
The chapter continues with articulation of desired organizational state aimed to empower 
stakeholders to engage in DDDM and support the achievement of the college’s enrollment and 




drivers and organizational readiness for change are examined to demonstrate that College X is 
ready for the proposed change. 
Chapter 2 outlines the steps for planning and development of a solution to the problem 
of practice. This chapter begins with a discussion of opportunities for the distributed and 
adaptive leadership approaches to engage individual and group stakeholders in the problem 
analysis and inform flexible and collaborative approaches in the effort to address the identified 
PoP. I proceed to explain how distributed and adaptive leadership approaches, along with the 
Change Path Model by Cawsey et al. (2016), could help College X realize an effective, proactive, 
first-order DDDM focused change in response to the identified PoP. To complement this 
organizational-level change and the Change Path Model, aspects of Kotter’s model - employing a 
prescriptive approach – are identified to be of relevance and incorporated as well.  
Using the organizational change readiness findings from Chapter 1 and the Congruence 
Model by Nadler and Tushman (1980) to diagnose and analyze needed change, the gaps between 
the current and the desired organizational state are determined. This is proceeded by providing 
a critical organizational analyses summary, in the effort to identify priorities for a change plan. 
Three possible solutions to the PoP are identified a) a status quo, b) individual-level focused 
capacity building strategy, and c) group-focused capacity building strategy. All three solutions 
are assessed based on resources, benefits, and consequences involved. The group-level solution 
is deemed to be the preferred one. The chapter concludes with a thorough examination of the 
preferred solution and ethical considerations of relevance to the proposed change. 
Chapter 3 outlines a detailed implementation plan to address the PoP. The plan lays out 
the path of the chosen solution and its two goals. The first goal is development and 
implementation of a group-level capacity building strategy, while the second goal is focused on 
enhancement of Tableau Server (TS) content and supporting resources. This first-order, 
organizational change is expected to support enhancement of DDDM of key stakeholders and 




Kotter’s eight-stage change process, helps guide development, implementation, monitoring, 
evaluation, and finally communication of the organizational change. Chapter 3 begins with a 
description of the implementation plan and timelines associated with the preferred solution, 
followed by an explanation of how distributed and adaptive leadership approaches will be used 
to lead the change initiative. A detailed monitoring and evaluation plan, and a communication 
plan are also provided to support implementation of the changes over the 18-month period. 
Finally, the chapter concludes with anticipated challenges and limitations based on the current 
strategy and leadership approaches to lead this organizational change and discussions of 
opportunities to scale up this change initiative across other College X functions. 
It is my hope that successful implementation of this OIP will help a) build capacity for 
effective DDDM and b) make TS content and resources a trusted and effective mechanism for 
DDDM. Doing so would enhance stakeholder capacity for effective DDDM in support of 
achievement of enrollment planning and related SMA3 goals and priorities. Finally, the 
institutionalization and evolution of the solution should also help College X in achieving 
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Chapter 1: Introduction and Problem  
The environment in which Ontario’s 24 colleges are currently operating is proving 
challenging for even the most fiscally savvy. The recently introduced enrollment corridor 
mechanism and the announcement of expansion of the proportions of the differentiation envelope 
to create a performance-based grant, to be implemented via the 2020-25 Strategic Mandate 
Agreement (SMA3), demonstrate a tightening of the Provincial government control over the post-
secondary education sector concealed behind the calls for efficiencies and accountability and 
alignment of institutional and provincial priorities. Maintaining financial sustainability while 
anticipating the transition from performance reporting to performance funding and weathering the 
effects of the Covid-19 pandemic on higher education requires a thorough understanding of not just 
enrollment problems and opportunities, but also data and information used to guide organizational 
decisions. This necessitates participation in cross-functional, data-informed organizational 
dialogues in order to make decisions about the organization's future directions. As a Strategic 
Enrollment Management (SEM) leader in Canada, Black (2010) has suggested that higher 
education leaders should focus less on enrollment numbers and more on the capacity to produce 
enrollment results i.e., people. 
Approaching change, aimed at empowering stakeholders within organizational structures 
toward effective use of data in decision-making, requires trust in the data and information 
provided. Howard et al. (2012) discuss the importance of trust in terms of the role of Institutional 
Research (IR) units in supporting educational leadership through “sharing of quality information 
and perspective” (p. 134). Marsh et al. (2006) caution about equating access to data to its effective 
use for organizational improvements. According to Mathies (2018), many decision-makers lack 
formal training or expertise with data, resulting in a growing gap within senior management. 
Marsh and Farrell (2015) build on this by stating that data and information need to be “combined 
with stakeholder understanding and expertise to become actionable knowledge” (p. 271). Providing 
trusted data and information in the manner that empowers and mobilizes the stakeholders and 
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decision-makers to use data to drive and inform decision-making is the main priority for me as an 
IR leader. 
Organizational Context  
The organization at the heart of this Organizational Improvement Plan (OIP), College X, is a 
large public college. Established in the 1960s and located in Ontario, College X serves over 30,000 
full-time students and 20,000 part-time and continuing education students. There are more than 
200 programs, situated across six academic faculties. Located in a community where 
postsecondary attainment was historically 15% lower than that of the City of Toronto residents, 
College X is committed to being an access institution, serving its local communities and residents 
(Census, 2016). The college emphasizes hands-on, career-focused learning, offering a range of 
credentials including bachelor's degrees, diplomas, and certificates. Words like “leadership,” 
“innovation,” and “transformation” are interwoven throughout College X’s Strategic Plan and 
reflect the college and the leadership aspirations pursued both externally and internally.  
In Ontario, the Strategic Mandate Agreements (SMA) between the Ministry of Colleges and 
Universities and the publicly-assisted colleges and universities are a key component of the 
government’s accountability framework for the post-secondary education system. The SMA3 cycle 
focuses on promoting accountability through transparency and a focus on performance outcomes. 
The evolution toward significant increase in the proportion of funding allocated to performance 
could be attributed to the neoliberalization of the Ontario post-secondary system that started with 
the accountability movement and introduction of performance indicators in the 1990’s. Brownlee 
(2015) explains that the performance indicators “began as a mechanism to help student-consumers 
make “market-relevant choices among programs and institutions” (p. 120). However, she argues 
that they are not about accountability and quality, but rather a managerial tool that shifts control 
“upward and outward, toward administrators, governments and the private sector” (Brownlee, 
2015, p. 120). This neoliberal approach to managing the system has the potential to lead 
institutions to engage in market-like competition and administrators to govern as much as possible 
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by numbers (Busch, 2017) in the effort to ensure fiscal sustainability in the years to come. To this 
end, institutions are actively engaged in monitoring enrollment trends, matching them with 
changing regional and federal government agendas as they inform their strategic directions and 
priorities. This is becoming more critical as challenges from the global pandemic persist and 
institutions look to diversify their revenues.  
Even though the provincial government remains committed to its objectives through the 
increase in the proportion of performance-based funding and the corresponding decrease in the 
proportion of the enrollment-based funding; there is potential that this could lead institutions to 
engage in practices that could erode the very purpose of the system. Busch (2017) warns that 
current trends influenced by neoliberalism focus on education in terms of the return on investment 
rather than “public good that enables the institutions of democratic life” (p. 26).  McKinnon (2014) 
urges that “our society has to do better in educating its members about the critical importance of 
education, and the disadvantage incurred by those who eschew its benefits” (p. 47). For this reason, 
it is important for the writer of this OIP to keep front of mind any ethical implications of relevance 
to the identified PoP. 
Organizational Vision and Mission 
College X aims to further polytechnic education through global polytechnic leadership 
(College X, 2018). Its mission, communicated in its five-year strategic plan, is to develop 
awareness of global citizenship and preparation for work and innovation. This mission is driven 
by the values of courage, innovation, equity, health and well-being, and sustainability (College 
X, 2018). The foundation of the College X Strategic Plan is its goal of becoming an exemplary 
21st century organization by committing to 1) continuously improving academic and 
administrative processes, programs and services, 2) planning for a financially sustainable future, 
and 3) strategically investing in infrastructure (College X Strategic Plan, 2018-23). Given the 
commitment and emphasis placed on continuous improvement and planning for financial 
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sustainability, the significance of data and effective DDDM by individual and group stakeholders 
and College X toward achievement of its priorities and goals is evident. 
Organizational Structures and Leadership Approaches 
The enrollment corridor mechanism introduced during the 2017-20 Strategic Mandate 
Agreement (SMA2) and the College X Strategic Plan implementation have brought a number of 
organizational changes to College X.  These changes were intended to create or enhance structures 
and processes in an effort to support achievement of organizational and alignment with 
government priorities. In the post-secondary context, and at College X, predominant organizational 
models are bureaucratic and collegial management models.  
Bureaucracy remains the way forward, via greater efficiency and effectiveness. Lumby 
(2019) explains that bureaucracy is the most enduring of organizational forms embedded in all 
institutions, noting that the reason for its persistence is its utility as support for their positive 
functioning. “Bureaucracies and collegiums have vastly different practices, goals, and priorities … [; 
however,] although at odds, the uneasy coexistence of bureaucratic and collegial structures … 
[allows] administrators to build organizations based on excellence and distinctive goals … [and] 
faculty to conduct teaching and research” (Manning, 2018, p. 37). In my position, I have observed 
cross-functional governance structures successfully moderating between the two approaches. 
Manning (2018) explains that organizational models have evolved, “occurring simultaneously 
within the same college or university” (p. 36). Therefore, as a leader, I will aim to situate this OIP to 
ensure it complements balancing of these two management models. 
College X exhibits hierarchical leadership structures where the authority and decision-
making power are associated with positionality. The most prominent authority is the formal 
hierarchical authority (Woods, 2016) evident in the College X SEM structure design and 
composition (see Appendix A). According to Bolman and Deal (2013), structures in stable systems 
tend to be hierarchical and rules-oriented and faced with critical structural design problems like 
how to delegate work (differentiation) and how to organize disparate efforts after dividing 
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responsibilities (integration). College X, through a top-down leadership approach, put into place a 
distributed SEM governance structure focused on collaborative and collegial approaches and 
partnerships to decision-making pertaining to enrollment and student success planning. While 
distributed leadership does not flatten hierarchical structures, it coexists in the organizational 
context where both hierarchical and distributed structures are present (Leithwood et al., 2007). 
This organizational setting resonates with my observations of the College X governance where 
formal governance structures enable collaboration and enhance morale to get the work done 
(Bolman & Deal, 2013). 
To understand the effect of College X’s organizational structures and leadership 
approaches, complexity leadership theory (Burnes, 2008; Byrne, 1998), which redirects focus away 
from an individual leader, is considered. Originating from complexity science (Marion, 1999), this 
theory considers leadership within the framework of the idea of a complex adaptive system 
(Lichtenstein et al., 2006). What is unique about this theory is that relationships are not defined 
primarily hierarchically, as is the case in bureaucracies but rather by interactions between agents 
and agent networks (Mason, 2008).  In the context of aggregate complexity, self-organization, 
dissipative behavior, and self-organized criticality, continuously change the internal structure and 
external environment of complex systems (Manson, 2001). This in turn repositioning of entities 
and relationships within a complex system supports the postmodern view of a plurality of 
decentralized, but networked, social and political discourses emphasizing the importance of 
relationships. Individuals and groups of individuals with shared interests, knowledge, and/or goals 
that are facilitated by their relationships are referred to as agents. As a leader in the 
aforementioned environment, this writer will strive to create circumstances that enable these types 
of interactions between agents and the change process to take place (Lichtenstein et al., 2006). In 
this OIP, the dynamic that can arise during agent interactions can be the catalyst for adaptive 
leadership, leading to innovative ways to address challenges relevant to this PoP context. 
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Bolman and Deal’s (2013) Four Frames offer an understanding of the people and processes 
of an organization through structural, human resources, political, and symbolic frames. These 
frames help leaders understand how organizations work through the application of different 
perspectives. This brings to light organizational dynamics and connections that could otherwise be 
overlooked. Of most relevance to this OIP are the structural frame and human resources frame. The 
structural frame is concerned with the ‘how’ and examines rules, roles, goals, policies, technology, 
and environment and their alignment with organizational structures. The human resources frame 
is focused on people and examines needs, skills, and relationships and their alignment with 
organizational needs (Bolman & Deal, 2013). These two frames are key to this PoP and the College 
X organizational context.  
Nevertheless, the alignment of organizational structures with external pressures has 
inadvertently created the need for realignment on the human resources end. This has highlighted 
the need for new skills and abilities and provision of learning and development opportunities for 
stakeholders within the SEM structure. Bolman and Deal (2013) claim that “progressive 
organizations give power to employees as well as invest in their development” explaining that 
empowerment includes keeping employees informed, encouraging participation, redesigning work, 
fostering teams, and infusing work with meaning (p. 147). Moreover, they caution about top down 
or controlling participation and mixed messaging as they can be problematic. Encouraging 
meaningful engagement and promoting collaboration are the most important aspects of this OIP. 
Progressive organizations, according to Bolman and Deal (2013), use high-involvement 
techniques to improve human resource management. As a leader who hopes to empower others to 
be and do more than they thought they could, I need to be mindful of the complexity of the College 
X environment and develop strong cultural fluency to be able to identify and employ effective 
strategies, tailored for individual and group stakeholders. As Buller (2015) notes, “you can’t change 
an organization without being changed yourself … [; therefore,] looking inward before moving 
onward” is key (p. 91). This can be achieved through self-reflection and collective work with cross-
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functional stakeholder groups in ways that are sensitive to their individual archetypes and 
institutional culture.  
Understanding institutional culture, the core layer of meaning that forms change, and being 
able to align tactics and approaches to it, is, according to Kezar (2018), crucial for change agents to 
be effective. Although the top-down approach – consistent with a managerial culture based on 
priorities, responsibilities, and rules and values efficiency, supervisory capabilities, and fiscal 
responsibility – supports the need for change at College X, it is not suitable for change adoption 
given the collegial culture dominant among academic faculties and stakeholder groups affected 
(Kezar, 2018). As an IR unit, we are viewed as a source of data for a) generation of information and 
knowledge aligned with a collegial approach to decision-making and b) evidence for pursuing a 
particular decision aligned with a bureaucratic approach to decision-making. Yet, we strive to 
maintain an objective stance, paramount for the nature of our work, when it comes to the role we 
play in decision-making across the institution. 
Leadership Position and Lens Statement 
Decision-making related to goals and priorities concerning response to pandemic 
uncertainty and associated with enrollment planning and adoption of the SMA3 are situated within 
senior leadership roles and governing bodies. Therefore, this writer’s ability to steer decision-
making of the College X vision and direction forward within the identified PoP needs to be 
considered. The aim of this section is to articulate leader’s approach to leadership practice and 
organizational improvement within the scope of their role at College X. This section is critical 
because it identifies both my approach and my agency in leading the proposed organizational 
change. 
Position Statement 
As an Associate Director, Institutional Research (IR) within the Institutional Planning and 
Analysis department, I have immediate responsibility for supporting the college’s data needs and 
data-driven decision-making. While the work our unit performs could be perceived as transactional 
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at times, it guides and lends support for transformational objectives of the college leadership and 
governing bodies. The work involves a range of activities, including management of the college’s 
enrollment projection model (used to inform enrollment and budget planning), overseeing and 
managing key institutional data assets, liaising with the ministry, and reporting on the college’s 
performance metrics, including Key Performance Indicators (KPIs) and those identified within the 
college’s SMA3. Due to the broad scope of the unit’s work, my position grants me opportunities to 
collaborate across organizational functions, directly interacting with all levels of college leadership.  
Over the last number of decades, IR professionals have emerged as recognized agents of 
change across higher education and administration literature and research. According to Terenzini 
(2013), the role of IR professionals has evolved from external accountability reporting to 
supporting leaders in making data-informed decisions toward achievement of organizational 
efficiency and effectiveness. Cubarrubia and Le (2019) explain that “IR - both as an organizational 
unit and as a function - is being asked to do more and to do things differently” (p. 20). In line with 
this, Terenzini (2013) identifies three tiers of organizational intelligence needed for effective IR 
practice including: 1) technical and analytical intelligence, 2) issues intelligence, and 3) content 
intelligence. The field requires IR leaders to draw from all three forms of intelligence to help chart a 
course to data‐informed solutions (Turk & Taylor, 2019). Yukl and Mahsud (2010) explain that 
there is a growing interest in skills relevant to adaptive leadership, including cognitive complexity, 
system thinking, and social intelligence. These skills are also of particular significance for this 
writer as a leader given the PoP at hand. Organizational intelligence enables IR leaders to mitigate 
circumstances through the knowledge sense-making and adaptive leadership approaches. 
IR leaders are cautioned about the amount of disruption occurring in the field, highlighting 
the importance of preparing their units for the future (Johnson & Simon, 2018). When speaking 
about “future-proofing”, Johnson and Simon (2018) offer a theoretical model of IR response that 
allows IR leaders and units to actively reflect and prepare for what is to come. As an IR leader, this 
model has offered me an aspirational vision of how to be actively involved in pushing boundaries 
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and leading the change in IR approaches and techniques (Johnson & Simon, 2018). Being able to 
work collaboratively with others from across functional areas and leadership levels will also play an 
important role for this OIP. Therefore, the leadership approach to addressing the identified PoP 
will need to be flexible and adaptive to the needs and change readiness of organization and 
stakeholders.  
As an Associate Director, IR, I assist with decision-making within the SEM structure and 
the Enrollment Planning Group, as well as liaising with a variety of decision-makers both within 
and outside of traditional organizational structures. This presents me, as an IR leader, with 
opportunities to be impatient advocate when it comes to future-proofing (Johnson & Simon, 2018) 
my unit’s role within College X’s current and future governance structures. Even though there are 
solid practices, processes, tools, and resources in place to provide key stakeholders and decision-
makers with data and information, the effectiveness of how they are utilized needs to be enhanced. 
Support from the Director, Institutional Planning and Analysis (IPA) and SEM Team will be critical 
in moving forward with the efforts to achieve the desired organizational state and change 
outcomes. 
I recognize that my leadership approach could come across as idealistic. The lens used to 
view the world within and around my organizational context, and to draw insights from those 
observations, is influenced by my organizational and SEM structure positionality and could come 
across as idealistic. However, as Kellerman (2014) states “because leadership makes a difference, 
sometimes even a big difference, those of us who desire to make the world a better place must do 
what Tutu did” (p. 14). Consequently, it is important for me as a leader to have my team’s trust and 
be able to trust my own ability to navigate institutional and systemic politics to best support the 
unit’s and college’s needs, interests, and welfare.   
Personal Change Agency  
In the context of this OIP, organizational change requires IR to play multiple roles. My 
positional power does not grant me the ability to change organizational structures or mandate 
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change, but it allows me to leverage my knowledge power to influence, implement and facilitate 
change. As a change initiator, I can share recommended solutions for improving the organization 
and SEM governance structure. Moving forward with proposed changes would require gaining 
endorsement from the Director, IPA and the SEM Team, who would act as change champions. As a 
change implementer, I will take action to make the change occur across and within the key 
stakeholder groups. Finally, as a change facilitator, I will engage other stakeholders involved in the 
change process, inviting their involvement in decision-making while also supporting the change 
and adaption within their contexts.  
Prior to my current role, I was supporting planning, implementation, and evaluation of 
projects and work carried out by committees within this distributed governance structure. This 
allowed me to gain a deeper understanding and appreciation for the complexities surrounding 
academic and administrative collaborations. The eight years I have spent with this organization 
have helped me gain a solid understanding of a) organizational structures and systems and 
appropriate changes that need to take place, b) organizational networks and how to reach key 
members, and c) myself as a leader, including my influence within the organization and how I am 
perceived within my organization’s leadership teams. Therefore, the leadership approach required 
to guide change in the context of this OIP will be twofold. 
Leadership Approaches 
The leadership approaches chosen to support this OIP are adaptive leadership (Heifetz, 
1994; Heifetz & Laurie, 1997; Heifetz & Linsky, 2002) and distributed leadership (Gronn, 2000; 
2002). Adaptive leadership originated from contingency theories (Fiedler, 1964; Lawrence & 
Lorsch, 1967). These leadership theories describe how aspects of a given situation moderate the 
effects of leader behavior on the performance of an individual or group (Bass & Bass, 2008; 
Yukl, 2010). One of these early contingency theories is Situational Leadership Theory (Hersey & 
Blanchard, 1969, 1977, 1987; Blanchard et al., 1985, 2013). Developed by Hersey and Blanchard 
(1969, 1977, 1996), the theory evolved during the 1980s to address limitations identified by 
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several critics concerning the concept of maturity and its use in the early iterations. While these 
theories have lost some of their popularity, they remain relevant for adaptive leadership 
approaches. These theories provide insights into how to diagnose a situation, and they also 
identify forms of behavior likely to be effective for a leader (Yukl & Mahsud, 2010). These types 
of insights into situations and stakeholders are critical for a successful change process. 
On the other hand, distributed leadership draws from distributed cognition (Hutchins, 
1995) and Activity Theory (Vygotsky, 1978; Engestrom, 1987; Leontyev, 1981). Distributed 
cognition provides a framework for analyses of complex, socially distributed work activities 
(Rogers & Ellis, 1994), while cultural-historical activity theory, evolved over three generations of 
scholars, offers perspectives for understanding individual, collective, and networked behavior as 
contextualized in a situation (Roth & Lee, 2007). Jones et al. (2014) argue that distributed 
leadership is “difficult to define due to its basis in leadership as activity rather than as a formal 
role” (p. 606). Given this leader’s role and positionality and the governance structure at College 
X, I have come to regard these two approaches as most suitable for the organizational context 
and the leader’s role as a change initiator, implementer, and facilitator. An adaptive lens will 
offer an empowering platform to implement and facilitate organizational change, while a 
distributed lens will enable the leader to leverage existing governance structures and processes 
to gain endorsement, and to do so effectively. 
Adaptive Leadership Approach   
The approach of interest for assessing the situation and identifying appropriate behaviors 
and approaches to change, in the context of this OIP, is the Situational Leadership II (SLII) model 
(Blanchard et al., 1985, 2013). Developed by Blanchard (1985, 2013), this approach is based on the 
relationship between leaders and followers. It offers a framework for leaders to analyze each 
situation based on followers’ readiness and adapt their leadership styles based on the amount of 
relationship behavior and task behavior deemed needed to support follower needs and 
development. In a study that tested assumptions of the SLII model, Zigarmi and Roberts (2017) 
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found compelling evidence of the follower-reported fit between needed and received leadership 
style. The findings revealed scores that are more favorable on nine of the ten measured employee 
outcomes, as compared to follower-reported misfit. This finding lends support for the 
appropriateness of this leadership model, complemented by adaptive leadership approach, to this 
OIP. 
Institutional decision-making is influenced by external factors. The major changes in the 
external environment faced by the post-secondary institutions (PSIs) in Ontario demonstrate the 
need for flexibility, adaptation, and innovation by leaders (Yukl & Mahsud, 2010). Successfully 
adapting requires collective learning and collaboration across the organization. Leading and 
following is a complex adaptive process comprised of multiple dimensions, including situational 
challenges, leader behaviors, and adaptive work (DeRue, 2011). Adaptive leadership is focused on 
the adaptions of people in response to changing environments where a leader’s role is focused on 
mobilizing people to address challenges (Heifetz & Laurie, 1997). This leadership approach is 
fitting because it speaks to the need for College X’s IR unit, and me as a leader, to adapt to the 
dominant leadership approaches and structural and situational factors.  
Adaptive leadership has been defined as the practice of mobilizing people to overcome 
tough challenges and thrive (Heifetz et al., 2009). Consistent with complexity theory, adaptive 
leadership is about leader behaviors that encourage learning, creativity, and adaptation by 
followers in complex situations. Adaptive leaders engage in activities that mobilize, motivate, 
organize, orient, and focus the attention of others (Heifetz, 1994). The aim of adaptive leadership is 
to help and encourage others to change and learn new ways so that they can do better. 
Distributed Leadership Approach  
Gronn (2002) describes distributed leadership as a new architecture for leadership, one in 
which activity bridges agency and structure. A meta-analysis of 85 distributed leadership 
publications by Tian et al. (2016) revealed that 53 publications dealt with conceptualization of 
distributed leadership, while the remaining 32 presented best practices and prescriptions for this 
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work in the educational context. The identified studies on the application of distributed leadership 
revealed the significance of trust for distributed leadership; however, how trust is established was 
found to vary across difference cultural settings.  
The relationship between distributed leadership and decision-making power does not 
adhere to assumptions of power being distributed across organization to people who are able to 
independently make decisions and take initiative (Lumby, 2019). What is observed tends to 
resemble more closely formal and informal selection within a bureaucratic system. Woods et al. 
(2004) describe distributed leadership as encouraging the development of networks for knowledge 
sharing, rather than relying on traditional hierarchically structured decision-making and 
communication concepts. In the context of framing data use in practice, Spillane (2012) describes 
situated and distributed perspectives of cognition emphasizing interactions amongst stakeholders. 
This is where the Spillane (2012) and Gronn (2002) understandings of distributed leadership come 
together for this OIP. 
According to Lumby (2019), “the unique selling point of distributed leadership appears to 
be its embrace of the possibilities and potentialities of emergent spontaneous leadership, alongside 
the deliberative leadership of those in formal and informal roles” (p. 10). A distributed leadership 
framework of interest to this PoP is institutionalized practice, where organizational structures are 
leveraged to facilitate collaboration between actors (Gronn, 2002). Bolden et al. (2009) note that 
“distributed leadership is well suited to a complex, changing and independent environment” (p. 
260). However, the same authors caution about this approach being used as a tool to enhance 
organizational belonging and engagement, while concealing the true decision-making mechanisms. 
Given the context within which a distributed leadership approach would be used, I have found it to 
be a compatible leadership theory to conceptualize organizational structures governance in 
connection to this OIP. With the organizational problem articulated, I will now proceed to frame it 
by 1) examining relevant literature and research and 2) conducting an analysis of external factors 
within the context of this PoP. 
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Leadership Problem of Practice 
The growth in college and university enrollments reflects the demand for a highly skilled 
and educated labour force (Brownlee, 2015). Over the past decade, according to enrollment 
submissions obtained from the Ontario College Application Service (OCAS) Data Warehouse, 
the Ontario college system has seen a near 50% increase in full-time enrollments. This 
enrollment growth was vastly driven by international enrollments, which saw a fivefold increase. 
At the same time, despite the increased focus on accountability and performance reporting over 
the last several decades, the system has seen minimal positive changes to KPIs (Government of 
Ontario, 2021). Ontario’s performance-based funding reform, implemented via SMA3, will tie 
60% of the provincial operating grants to institutional performance on ten metrics, while 
reducing enrollment envelope funding to 20%. Following exponential and rewarded enrollment 
growth across the Greater Toronto Area postsecondary institutions, transitioning to an 
enrollment corridor mechanism, which constrains growth, and a mechanism of performance 
metrics that financially rewards or penalizes based on compliance and performance, necessitates 
adjustments to planning practices not only for administrators, but also for other organizational 
stakeholders. 
The PoP that will be examined is the role of the IR unit in supporting effective DDDM 
related to achievement of College X’s enrollment and SMA3 priorities. The college’s ability to 
meet its enrollment targets and perform within the agreed upon SMA directive could be 
jeopardized if the organizational efforts are not grounded in coordinated and effective DDDM. 
Webber and Zheng (2020) recognize the critical importance of “the availability and access to up-
to-date and user-oriented data management and reporting tools” for enabling DDDM (p. 14). 
While there has been a significant effort to make institutional data accessible to decision-makers 
and stakeholders within existing governance structures, research suggests that access to data 
does not in itself equate to the ability to use data effectively, or lead to improvements (Marsh et 
al., 2006). Due to these factors, data experts such as those in institutional research are needed to 
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provide context-based information in ways that can be meaningfully interpreted and used 
(Webber & Zheng, 2020). Thus, the role of IR is expected to be of importance  not only for 
ensuring availability of data and information but also for providing  interpretation and analysis, 
at least until other users establish skills and confidence in doing it themselves.  
An analysis of 252 conference papers and journal articles on analytics in higher 
education published between 2012 and 2018 indicates that little evidence supports 
improvements in student outcomes, learning and teaching, widespread adoption of learning 
analytics, or ethical use of data (Viberg et al., 2018). Existing research exploring the use of data 
to guide decisions and actions in the educational sector points to limitations in the knowledge 
and ability to enact DDDM in an efficient and productive manner (Knapp et al., 2006; 
Mandinach, 2012; Mandinach & Grummer, 2013; Mathies, 2018; Ransbotham et al., 2015; Shen 
& Cooley, 2008). This gap could be mitigated through organizational efforts to transition from 
being data-rich to being information-rich and knowledge-rich (Ridsdale et al., 2015). Ridsdale et 
al. (2015) argue that such “work requires both data scientists and people capable of working 
effectively with data” (p.3). Supporting this argument, Hossler and Bontrager (2014) note that 
the partnership between institutional research areas and SEM is critical in meeting the needs 
and demands of “the data‐dependent enrollment management process” (p. 40). The work of 
Marsh and Farrell (2015) provides further support, as they explain that data and information 
need to be “combined with stakeholder understanding and expertise to become actionable 
knowledge” (p. 271). The key role of IR units is to support knowledge transfer through “sharing 
of quality information and perspective” with institutional leadership (Howard et al., 2012, p. 
134). Therefore, widespread adoption of data reporting and visualization tools for sharing data 
insights is required to inform decision-making (Webber & Zheng, 2020). This highlights the 
significance of effective strategies and solutions for DDDM in this OIP context. 
Initiating, influencing, and facilitating change, specifically change that is aimed at 
empowering and mobilizing organizational structures and individual stakeholders toward 
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effective use of data in decision-making, is the main priority for me as an IR leader. Therefore, 
the question this PoP aims to address is: What mechanisms and processes can a college IR unit 
leverage to support effective data-driven decision-making related to strategic enrollment 
planning and management and achievement of SMA3 targets? With the problem articulated, 
the next section will aim to frame it by examining relevant literature and research and 
conducting an analysis of external factors within the context of the PoP. 
Framing the Problem of Practice 
Framing the PoP is instrumental in providing comprehensive perspectives on the 
problem at hand. This OIP relies on the relevant literature and research to provide perspective 
on the problem, the analysis of political, economic, social, and technological factors to identify, 
explain and examine how the external environment is shaping the identified PoP, and the 
exploration of macro, meso and micro discourses that further shape the need for change. 
Analysis of Literature to Support the PoP 
The accountability movement dates to the 1970s and 1980s. This period saw steady 
increases in pressure across all provinces for performance-related information to be included in 
plans and budgets and in reporting on effectiveness and efficiencies (Cutt et al., 1993). During this 
period, PSIs in Canada experienced an approximately 30% decrease in provincial government 
grants, as inflation and student enrollments grew (George & McAllister, 1993). Furthermore, this 
tension between PSIs and government brought to light a dichotomy between the public’s 
satisfaction with quality of education and the calls for PSIs to be more accountable for their use of 
public funds (George & McAllister, 1993). The accountability movement that followed in the 1990s 
was characterized by a power struggle between institutional autonomy and accountability through 
performance reporting and, more recently, performance-based funding. 
The shift to greater accountability in higher education management is seen in the linking of 
budget allocations to performance indicators (Brownlee, 2015). Performance-based policies, which 
link institutional performance to accountability measures, have received considerable attention in 
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policy research in recent years. However, a recent systematic review and analysis of these policies 
in the U.S., Canada, Australia, and a number of European countries conducted by Ziskin et al. 
(2014) produced little evidence to show that performance-based funding led to desired institutional 
and student outcomes. Research related to the Ontario college context is limited, but points to 
similar conclusions (Hicks, 2015). 
The most important results from the identified body of research on the impact of 
performance-based policies can be grouped into three major findings. First, the proportion of 
funding allocated towards performance tends to be too small to motivate institutions to focus on 
improving their performance indicators (Chan, 2015; Pakravan, 2006; Sanford & Hunter, 2011; 
Shin, 2010). Second, the use of self-reported data to measure institutional performance and 
allocate performance funding is not appropriate (Chen, 2011; Gonyea & Miller, 2011; Scott-Clayton 
& Minaya, 2016). Third, the ways performance-based policies are adopted and perceived by 
individual institutions greatly affects how they are enacted (Burke & Minassians, 2003; Shin, 2010; 
Volkwein & Tandberg, 2008). How the funding model reform impacts the College X vision and 
direction forward and the strategic and operational priorities will have direct implications for this 
OIP. However, it is important to acknowledge not only the role of leadership but also the role of 
stakeholders, within the SEM structure, to this change. Higher education leaders view effective 
“data-driven” or “evidence-based” approaches to organizational decision making as a vehicle to 
achieving institutional priorities (Browne & Rayner, 2015). Therefore, the ability of the 
stakeholders to engage in effective DDDM related to this work is essential.    
Data-driven and data-informed decision-making is receiving increased attention in 
education research. DDDM is defined as “the systematic collection, analysis, examination, and 
interpretation of data to inform practice and policy in educational settings” (Mandinach, 2012, p. 
71).  The key components for the implementation of DDDM in the educational setting are 
technological tools and human capacity around data or data literacy (Mandinach, 2012; Webber & 
Zheng, 2020). For available tools and resources to be effectively utilized, stakeholders must be able 
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to use data to inform decisions. Data literacy is defined as “the ability to understand and use data 
effectively to inform decisions” (Mandinach & Grummer, 2013, p. 30). In the context of the 
identified PoP, the need for data literacy is driven by both internal calls for DDDM and such 
external pressures as environmental forces. Available research in higher education is limited and 
conflicted when it comes to the relationship between DDDM and organizational performance (Cox 
et al., 2017; Dougherty et al., 2014; Dougherty et al., 2016; Mandinach 2012; Webber & Zheng, 
2020). However, several recent studies suggest that when implemented appropriately, DDDM has 
the potential to lead to desired organizational outcomes (Mandinach, 2012; Webber & Zheng, 
2020). Understanding the implications of the funding model reform and building capacity for 
effective DDDM capacity to support responsiveness to environmental pressures are two key goals 
that underscore the importance of this OIP to College X. 
Political, Economic, Social and Technological (PEST) Factor Analysis 
Regarding the identified PoP, the need for change is driven by external political, economic, 
social, and technological factors that describe the environment in which College X operates. These 
factors also demonstrate the significance of the problem and this leader’s decision to focus the OIP 
on it. A PEST analysis follows: 
Political factors 
Introduced in 2013, SMA is aimed at operationalizing Ontario government’s priorities 
for post-secondary education, as specified in the Differentiation Policy Framework. The 2014-17 
Strategic Mandate Agreement (SMA1) introduced a more structured way for institutions to 
report on a greater number of system-wide and institution-specific metrics to be used in 
allocating $16.4 million in performance-based funding across the system. SMA2 introduced an 
enrollment-based envelope with a new corridor mechanism, differentiation envelope 
(performance on 38 metrics and targets) and special purpose grants. The 2019 Ontario Budget 
announced an increase in a portion of operating grant funding to be based on performance 
against outcomes on ten metrics. This reform, implemented via SMA3, entails a shift in funding 
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allocation from enrollment envelope to performance envelope by 2024-25, which could translate 
to between 15% and 20% of College X’s revenues. The objectives of this reform are centered 
around striking a balance between accountability and reporting while encouraging institutions 
to align with labour market outcomes, focus on improving performance outcomes, and direct 
resources to initiatives that lead to positive economic outcomes. Consequently, this OIP 
anticipates a political reality where College X leadership places greater importance on DDDM 
related to forecasting future enrollments and performance outcomes.  
Economic factors 
The economic factors at play are closely related to political factors. As discussed earlier, 
Ontario’s provincial government reiterated the commitment to the enrollment corridor 
mechanism in SMA3 and outlined how the system would move from 1.2% of operating grant 
funding based on performance in 2018-19 to 60% by 2024-25. This is to be achieved while 
constraining domestic enrollment growth and reducing the enrollment envelope to 20% through 
reduction of weighted-funding unit value by a factor of four. The extension of a one-year tuition 
fee freeze announced in April 2021, along with the shift in the proportion of funding generated 
via a performance envelope, rather than an enrollment envelope, could have significant financial 
implications for many colleges. These could stem not only from failure to meet the performance 
targets but also from reputational and brand implications. While the Covid-19 pandemic has 
postponed the SMA3 activation from 2020-21 to 2022-23, the financial uncertainty the 
pandemic has brought to the postsecondary system is undeniable. These factors are putting 
pressure on the colleges across the province. These institutions already face economic pressures 
due to such factors as global economic unpredictability, enrollment targets, and particularly, 
international student enrollment targets. Activation of the SMA3 metric targets is placing 
further strain on administrators and decision-making related to preservation of financial 
stability. Therefore, enrollment modeling and planning need to be closely aligned with the areas 
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of interest for administrators and sensitive to the current environment, including drivers that 
impact enrollment and revenue outcomes.  
Social factors 
Major shifts are taking place both within the post-secondary system and within the 
broader society. As noted on the ministry website, part of this province’s vision for post-
secondary education is to “support student success and access to high-quality Ontario 
postsecondary education” (Ontario Ministry of Colleges and Universities, n.d.). While the 
traditional social and welfare goals of the education system remain today, how these constructs 
play out is different (Apple, 2004). Browne and Rayner (2015) note that although there are 
benefits for greater social justice via monitoring access to post-secondary education, there are 
also concerns with how this data is used by the government to enact its own priorities. By 
focusing on accessibility, quality, accountability and sustainability, College X remains 
committed to serving its local communities and continuing to contribute to the province’s 
economic and social goals. The communities surrounding College X are comprised of 
traditionally underrepresented populations, including first-generation students, Indigenous 
students, Black students, and students from socio-economically disadvantages backgrounds. 
One of the priorities of College X pertains to continuing to be an access institution committed to 
supporting the academic and professional success of all learners. Therefore, this writer 
anticipates that the college leadership would be attentive to enrollment planning, mindful of its 
commitments to serving local communities as well as its strategic and SMA priorities. 
Technological factors 
PSIs are not immune to pressures from technological factors. Brownlee (2015) explains 
that colleges and universities across Canada are grappling with the impacts of new technologies 
on varying aspects of post-secondary education, as we know it. Webber and Zheng (2020) 
explain that HE, like the business community, is faced with pressures from the 
data analytics movement. They explain that technology, in the form of availability and access to 
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up-to-date data and data management and reporting tools, is critical for DDDM. The last decade 
has seen an increase of data and analytics software available to institutions to aid in DDDM 
efforts including enrollment management (Calderon, 2015), while the last several years have 
seen technological advances in the form of enterprise data warehouse (EDW) move from on-
premise to the cloud-based platforms (Webber & Zheng, 2020). These trends are transforming 
technology infrastructure of PSIs and building a strong base for DDDM. According to Mathies 
(2018), “new technologies and analytics have allowed greater insight into student and 
institutional behavior” (p. 90). Technological tools are one of the key components for supporting 
data-driven decisions and building organizational data culture (Mandinach, 2012; Webber & 
Zheng, 2020). As Ontario institutions navigate through the pressures imposed by funding 
reform and the external environment, technology is expected to play an increasingly important 
role in the College X strategic and operational decision-making. For this reason, this OIP 
anticipates technological factors to be critical in connection with the identified PoP and 
corresponding solutions and future considerations. 
Macro, Meso and Micro Factors Shaping the Problem of Practice  
A number of macro, meso and micro enabling and restraining forces shape the need for 
change. This section will focus on those of most relevance to the identified PoP. 
Macro level factors 
Macro level factors influencing the PoP pertain to the funding policy reform driving the 
need for change. Here, the policy discourse relates to thinking that neoliberal practices would 
reduce the influence of government (Busch, 2017). During the SMA3 negotiations and weeks 
before the agreements were to be signed, it became clear that the funding reform had the 
potential to initiate significant changes across the system. However, due to the global pandemic 
the ministry made the decision to delay the activation of the performance-based funding for two 
years. The uncertainty around what the post-pandemic world will look like and, more 
specifically, what the impacts of the pandemic will be on institutions have presented themselves 
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as barriers to this change. Therefore, the sense of urgency from the policy reform perspective 
has seemingly lessened. On the other hand, the sense of urgency from the financial stability 
perspective has become paramount.  
Meso level factors 
At the meso level, factors at play tend to originate from the competing strategic and 
operational priorities. Understanding institutional culture, the central layer of context that 
shapes change, and being able to align strategies and approaches to it is critical for change 
agents if they want to be successful (Kezar, 2018). On one hand, in its Strategic Plan College X 
has emphasized achievement of financial sustainability through enrollment planning responsive 
to changing domestic and international demand. On the other hand, College X has had to 
navigate through several major organizational changes in the past year, including a range of 
structural, fiscal, and technological changes. Therefore, the capacity to take on additional 
change could be limited. What is more, the uncertainty stemming from the impact of the 
pandemic on enrollments could intensify competing managerial and professional logics (Lepori, 
2016). Acknowledging that organizations and people “do not operate from the logic of theorists 
and administrators”, Baldridge and Deal (1983) explain the significance of environment in 
inflicting change through “the interplay between rational, political and symbolic needs” (pp. 7, 
9). For this reason, viewing an organization through human resources and structural frames 
allows for better understanding of stakeholder readiness for change, including participation and 
engagement. This requires a collaborative leadership approach to engage stakeholders with 
varying and, at times, divergent priorities for planning to be successful implemented.   
Micro level factors 
The factors at the micro level relate to participation and engagement by key individuals 
within the SEM structure. Commitment by the SEM Team to a coordinated approach to 
enrollment and student success planning and decision-making is evident in the efforts to engage 
in a two-way dialogue and planning. This commitment is expected to act as an enabling force for 
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this OIP. While the change vision and direction established by the SEM Team could be 
communicated through the existing SEM governance structures, the extent to which the 
stakeholders will adopt these changes is uncertain. Resistance could occur due to varying levels 
of readiness and interpretation of the vision and direction of change. To address this, repeated 
interactions with the stakeholders would be expected to lead to the emergence of group-level 
leadership supportive of the change (DeRue, 2011). Given the functionalist nature of College X, 
as a complex system whose parts work together to promote solidarity and stability in 
achievement of organizational priorities (Morgan, 1980), meaningful and ongoing top-down 
communications from the SEM Team throughout the change process would be essential for a 
successful change implementation. Consequently, this writer anticipates the need to be 
particularly attuned and responsive to individual and group change readiness. The emerging 
questions that follow will not only help to understand the problem better but also inform 
development of potential solutions best suited to the organizational context. 
Guiding Questions Emerging from the Problem of Practice 
Even though the existing research is pessimistic when it comes to the impact of 
performance reporting and funding on institutional performance (Hicks, 2015; Conner & 
Rabovsky, 2011; D’Amico et al., 2014; Rutherford & Rabovsky, 2014), pointing out the gap in 
data literacy skills and abilities (Knapp et al., 2006; Marsh et al., 2006; Mathies, 2018; Shen & 
Cooley, 2008), a study by Mandinach (2012) suggests that effective DDDM has the potential to 
lead to desired organizational outcomes. Given the identified PoP, the three guiding questions 
emerging are: 
 How does organizational, group and individual stakeholder readiness for change 
influence the PoP? 
 What leadership challenges could emerge from this PoP? 
 What strategies could be employed to support effective DDDM?  
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The Influence of Readiness  
Although the global pandemic has postponed the activation of performance-based 
funding, the uncertainty around international enrollments and, ultimately, the implications for 
college financial stability is concerning. This has the potential to alter the timeline for the 
proposed change. Given the unknowns of the world after the Covid-19 pandemic, challenges 
related to the organizational, group and individual change readiness are to be anticipated. 
Therefore, assessing and understanding stakeholder readiness for change will be critical for this 
OIP. The relevant sub-questions emerging from this inquiry include: What are the impacts of 
the Covid-19 pandemic on organizational, group, and individual readiness for change? What 
strategies and actions could support change readiness and enable change adoption? 
The Leadership Challenges   
The leadership challenges related to the PoP concern establishment of shared priorities 
and adoption of practices identified to lead the organization from the current toward the desired 
state. While the priority setting power would lie with the SEM team, for it to work, the approach 
to change implementation would need to be distributed. Jones et al. (2012) explain that a 
participative and collaborative approach is needed to build sustainable leadership. Therefore, 
the approaches to leading the change would need to be mindful of existing governance 
structures and responsive to stakeholder needs and readiness. The relevant sub-questions that 
emerge from this inquiry include: How could the existing governance mechanisms be leveraged 
to support the change? What role would change sponsors and the SEM Team need to assume to 
demonstrate the need for shared responsibility for the move from current to desired state? What 
strategies and actions will this leader need to employ to ensure the voices of key stakeholders are 
heard? 
Strategies for Effective DDDM 
This change leader, with input from the SEM Team, needs to be wary of one-size-fits-all 
strategies for effective DDDM (Webber & Zheng, 2020). The last several decades have seen a 
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shift in the role of IR units. IR work evolved from requiring expertise in the gathering and 
analysis of information and producing reports for internal decision-making and external 
reporting purposes (Volkwein, 1999) to focusing on coaching others to access, interpret, and use 
data; maintaining vast institutional data holdings and managing ever-increasing demand for 
data and information (Rouse, 2018). With the increased use and significance of data and 
analytics in higher education, Webber and Zheng (2020) point out that issues such as data 
governance, appropriate use of predictive analytics, and institutional policies on data 
distribution need to be addressed. While the College X IR unit is integrated in the institution’s 
SEM efforts, it is evident that there are opportunities to improve how the unit and its tools, 
resources, and efforts support DDDM. The sub-questions that emerge from this inquiry include: 
What barriers exist to accessing, interpreting, and using available data tools and resources? 
What strategies and actions could support effective DDDM? How can the effectiveness of change 
efforts be measured? 
Leadership Focused Vision for Change 
This section of the OIP articulates how the desired organizational state would be 
achieved by using relevant theory and research. The College X Strategic Plan identifies planning 
for a financially sustainable future and improving processes, programs, and services as its 
foundations for success. Identified strategies of relevance for this OIP include a) review and 
optimization of the existing structures and processes, b) coordinated and improved planning 
across all levels, and c) development and implementation of viable enrollment plans responsive 
to changing domestic and international demand. College X Strategic Plan foundations and 
corresponding strategies have only become more relevant in the wake of the external pressures 
and changing post-secondary environment imposed not only by the funding model reform but 
also by the Covid-19 pandemic.  
The gap is observed to be between the current and the envisioned future state pertaining to 
DDDM at College X across individual and group stakeholders. This OIP advocates for a positive 
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approach to framing the need for change. Armenakis and colleagues (1993) defined readiness as 
the cognitive precursor of the behaviors of resistance to or support for organizational change. My 
vision for addressing the PoP is to empower stakeholders to effectively engage in DDDM and 
support the achievement of the college’s enrollment and SMA3 priorities while fostering a culture 
of collaboration and innovation. While the performance metrics and what needs to be done to 
ensure full funding are clear, there is a lack of clarity regarding SEM directions or short-term plans, 
as the existing plan is not responsive to the current organizational context. Moreover, technical and 
adaptive situational challenges are anticipated, since this PoP has both a technical and an adaptive 
dimension. This means that challenges may be clearly defined; however, solutions may not be 
straightforward. 
As an adaptive leader, supporting the future vision and DDDM efforts in this context, this 
writer will need to provide stakeholders with opportunities to “learn new ways of dealing with the 
inevitable changes in assumptions, perceptions, beliefs, attitudes, and behaviors that they are likely 
to encounter in addressing problems brought about by the environment in which they operate” 
(Northhouse, 2018, p. 258). Recognizing that an “environment is always changing by virtue of the 
adaptive orientation of other agents, and hence is unknowable,” as Mason stated (2008, p. 44), 
leaders who can encourage and facilitate these processes successfully are critical. For this reason, 
the responsibility for an effective solution would be shared between leaders who can act as 
resources, supporting individual and group stakeholders, who will need to change and adapt. 
Current State 
To help navigate complex environmental changes over the last decade, College X 
established a robust, shared governance structure in 2014, to support institution-wide decision-
making related to enrollment management alongside the executive team. The SEM governance 
structure is sponsored by VP, Strategic and Institutional Planning and Senior VP, Academic and 
led by the SEM Team that also includes Associate VP, Academic, Associate VP, Enrollment 
Management, Director, IPA, Director, Financial Planning, and Dean, International. The SEM 
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work is operationalized by four committees: 1) Core SEM Team, 2) Marketing, Recruitment and 
Conversion Committee, 3) Student Success and Retention Committee and 4) Pathways 
Committee, each leading operationalization of different SEM priorities. To ensure voices of both 
academic and non-academic leaders are heard, all operating committees are co-chaired by a 
senior academic and a senior administrative leader and have leadership representation from 
academic and non-academic areas (see Appendix A). 
Following the announcement of the enrollment corridor mechanism in 2017-18, the 
Enrollment Planning Group, comprised of four members of SEM Team and Dean, Program 
Planning, Development and Renewal, was formed. The group operates within the SEM 
governance context by leading the enrollment planning process used to inform the college’s 
budget planning. This is done in close collaboration with Deans, Associate Deans and 
operational faculty leads. The annual enrollment planning process is intended to be mindful of 
the college’s strategic and SMA priorities and involve examination of enrollment projections 
split by domestic and international enrollments, along with a review of program-level 
performance indicators. While this approach to enrollment and budget planning is well-
organized, the need for existing tools, resources, and processes to be further streamlined and 
optimized better and more consistently is acknowledged within the identified PoP. 
Future State 
A gap therefore exists between the desired engagement with and understanding of 
available tools and resources to support effective DDDM. Leadership vision for change, in the 
context of the identified PoP, is for the stakeholders to 1) understand the corridor-funding 
model introduced during SMA2 and performance-based funding implemented via SMA3, 2) 
have a shared understanding of the college vision and direction forward, and 3) be able to 
access, interpret and use the data and information available to inform strategies and activities 
aimed at achieving College X priorities. According to Hernes (2008), organizations are stable 
only for a period before their environments change again and they need to respond by changing 
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themselves. To help conceptualize the difference between the two states assumed to be stable 
between the changes, Hernes (2008) offers an analytical framework. Using this approach to 
explore the organizational state before and after funding model reform could shed light on 
relationships between the states and evolution of the organization and also on structures and 
agents involved in bringing about the organizational change. 
The path from the current to the desired state would need to be informed by the SEM 
Team but executed in a collaborative manner by key stakeholders within the SEM structure. 
According to Yukl and Mahsud (2010), senior college leaders “have the primary responsibility 
for providing such leadership, but middle or lower-level managers are often in a better position 
to see the first signs of serious problems that will require an unconventional response” (p. 90). 
Therefore, the SEM Team will need to establish the vision and strategy, with support from the 
SEM committees and feedback from other college stakeholders. Individual and group 
stakeholders impacted by this change will need to be actively engaged in informing 
enhancements to available IR tools and resources as well as engagement activities aimed at 
information sharing and capacity building. While organizational data literacy, as related to 
enrollment planning and SMA3 targets, is a desired long term goal, it may take years before the 
impact can be observed and measured. For this reason, development and implementation of a 
strategy to support organizational data literacy efforts in the context of the identified PoP would 
be an appropriate goal and focus for this OIP. 
Change Drivers 
Change initiatives tend to be complex and challenging for organizations to plan and 
implement. An incremental change is the optimal way to respond to factors and practices 
shaping this PoP, and their anticipated future impacts. This approach calls for internal 
alignment with the implementation of the proposed change initiative. For this reason, better 
understanding of the organizational contexts, structures, and stakeholder dynamics could 
support change planning and implementation. Whelan-Berry and Somerville (2010) explain 
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change drivers as “events, activities, or behaviors that facilitate the implementation of change,” 
and note that there are two ways in which change drivers are used (p. 176). One is to facilitate 
the implementation and adoption of change, and the other is to identify the need for change. 
Moreover, Whelan-Berry and Somerville (2010) claim that organizational change happens at 
multiple levels of the organization and that eventually most organizational change initiatives 
require change at the individual level. While a change intended to support DDDM could be 
perceived as a minor, incremental change, its potential impacts suggest broader and more 
complex implications. 
In the context of this OIP, the need for change is driven by forces outside the 
organization. Based on my observations, these drivers include 1) implementation of the corridor 
mechanism in 2019-20 and the performance-based funding model introduced via SMA3 and 2) 
changes across the global, national, and provincial HE landscapes. These drivers are expected to 
be instrumental during the awakening and mobilization stages of the change process. 
Henderson (2004), as referenced by Black (2010), explains that research and data help 1) build 
institutional understanding of the drivers underlying change, 2) shape institutional directions 
and aspirations, and 3) demonstrate the need for shared responsibility for desired outcomes. 
Therefore, this OIP focuses on the drivers for change implementation and adoption. 
First, acceptance of change vision and direction by the SEM governance structure and 
key stakeholders is essential. This means that to ensure the success of the proposed 
organizational change initiative all stakeholders need to have a shared understanding of the 
vision and direction forward. In an organization with distributed governance, a vision and 
direction that originate from collaborative efforts are key for success. Second, change-related 
communications are instrumental in facilitating understanding, participation, and engagement 
across individual and group stakeholders. What is more, given the leader’s positionality and the 
positionality of the stakeholders, including change sponsors within SEM Team, formalized, 
ongoing, top-down communications are important. Third, core stakeholders' engagement in 
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change-related activities, including promotion of the change vision and short-term outcomes to 
cross-functional stakeholders, is critical. According to Leithwood (2006), effective leadership 
distribution includes those who have the knowledge and expertise to carry out leadership 
activities and well-coordinated change initiatives. Finally, change-related training, designed to 
provide stakeholders with new knowledge, skills and processes, is instrumental in sustaining the 
momentum of the planned change. If successful, it would be desirable to have the change fully 
incorporated into the annual planning process. This would require the change to be 
institutionalized within the process itself, which is beyond the scope of this OIP. 
Organizational Change Readiness 
Successful organizational improvement initiatives are dependent on the organizational 
change readiness. Organizational change readiness is a multi-level construct present at the 
individual, group, and departmental level (Weiner, 2009). Observations made by Gartner 
(2009) suggest that organizations lose major opportunities due to their lack of readiness to 
innovate effectively. Holt et al. (2007) explain that “readiness occurs when the environment, 
structure, and organizational members’ attitudes are such that employees are receptive to a 
forthcoming change” (p. 290). The change readiness “depends on previous organizational 
experiences, managerial support, the organization’s openness to change, its exposure to 
disquieting information about the status quo, and the systems promoting or blocking change in 
the organization” (Cawsey et al., 2016, p. 111). Taking these perspectives on organizational 
readiness into consideration, change is a complex construct.  
Before initiating change, it is important to consider the conditions that affect change. 
This can be done by assessing organizational change readiness. Assessing organizational change 
readiness for DDDM at College X involved the completion of a tool, adapted from Stewart 
(1994), Holt (2002) and Judge and Douglas, (2009), by Cawsey et al. (2016). The tool 
assessment scores can range from a minimum score of -25 to a maximum score of + 50, with 
scores of 10 and below suggesting that the organization is not ready for change. My responses, 
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based on my organizational and SEM structure positionality, to the 36 items distributed across 
six dimensions of change readiness resulted in a total score of 28. While my assessment of 
College X's organizational readiness indicates that the institution is ready to make the transition 
from the current to the desired state, it also reveals opportunities in where resources could be 
directed to help prepare the organization for change vision development and implementation. 
The assessment tool used consists of the following dimensions of change readiness: 
previous change experiences, executive support, credible leadership and change champions, 
openness to change, rewards for change and measures for change, and accountability (Cawsey et 
al., 2016). The tool completion unveiled gaps in two dimensions. First, the total score for 
previous change experiences was only one out of a maximum of four points. This finding is 
significant because College X has had several challenging experiences with change in the past 
few years. This could have a negative impact on change readiness. Weiner (2009) argues that 
“many organizations fail to generate sufficient organizational readiness and, consequently, 
experience problems or outright failure when implementing complex organizational change” (p. 
3). Cynicism about organizational change, a concept introduced by Wanous et al. (1994), is 
argued to reflect a) pessimism about future organizational change being successful and b) 
negative attitudes about those believed to be responsible for failures (Wanous et al., 2004). 
Studies have found that negative attitudes about organizational change are impacted by failed 
change initiatives (Andrew, 2017) and directly impact stakeholders’ resistant and support 
behaviors (Armenakis & Harris, 2002). Therefore, seeking opportunities and pursuing actions to 
address this would be important for the success of this OIP. 
Second, the organization's total score on openness to change was just eight out of a 
maximum of 22. Openness to change is perceived as willingness to support the change and 
feeling positive about the potential consequences of the change (Devos et al., 2007; Miller et al., 
1994). A successful history of change was found to impact openness to change within an 
organization (Wanberg et al., 2000). However, employee openness to change is also impacted by 
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information received about the change, ability to cope with the change, and acceptance of 
change (Wanberg et al., 2000). This points to the significance of influencing the views about the 
change appropriateness for the organization, supporting the belief that those affected can 
undertake the change, and ensuring the availability of resources to effectively support the 
change. These could be mediated by adequate change-related communications and 
opportunities for those affected by change to actively participate in the process before the 
change is initiated (McKay et al., 2013). For this reason, understanding the role of those 
impacted by change is key for supporting organizational change readiness. 
A paper by Armenakis and Harris (2009), titled “Reflection: our Journey in 
Organizational Change Research and Practice”, shifts attention from a leader-centric to a 
follower-centric path toward supporting organizational change readiness. This is done in an 
effort to better understand “what change recipients consider when making their decision to 
embrace and support a change effort or reject and resist it” (Armenakis & Harris, 2009, p. 128). 
The authors isolate six themes from the contributions to change management theory, research, 
and practice. Of those, change recipients' involvement and participation stands out as especially 
relevant to supporting change readiness at College X in the context of the two identified 
readiness dimensions.  
Preparing an organization for change requires strategies focused on those affected by 
change. Change recipients’ active participation needs to be a fundamental aspect of the 
organizational change efforts and process to increase the likelihood of sustainable change 
(Armenakis & Harris, 2009). These efforts could involve participative decision-making related 
to the development and implementation of change vision (Armenakis et al., 1999). Participative 
decision-making has been shown to be closely related to organizational commitment (Hulpia et 
al., 2009). Napier et al. (2017) stress the importance of assessing organizational change 
readiness to better understand how to engage employees in the change process and efforts. The 
significance of this lies in the potential for different views pertaining to organizational readiness 
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between leadership levels within the organization (Lokuge et al., 2019). Readying employees 
through effective communications about the change process and expectations with respect to the 
change efforts and process is one of the most effective strategies leaders could employ (Andrew, 
2017). Smith (2005) emphasizes the importance of devoting resources in developing change 
readiness for individuals, as it is one of the key success factors of change. As a result, a thorough 
understanding of individual readiness for change is essential for a thorough understanding of 
the overall organizational readiness for change. 
From structural and human resources perspectives, innovation plays an important role 
in planned organizational change initiatives. A study by Lokuge et al. (2019), speaks to the 
potential of innovation using digital technologies, as well as the dangers of not innovating in 
competitive markets. This study is considered one of the first to assess organizational readiness 
for digital innovation (Lokuge et al., 2019). Facilitating the adoption of digital technologies for 
innovation requires willingness and ability to act toward complex changes (Weiner, 2009). 
Participative decision-making on behalf of those impacted during the change process is 
essential. Organizational change readiness assessment, along with individual readiness for 
adoption of technologies, will inform effective strategies for readying the organization and 
stakeholders for planned change at College X. Figure 1 illustrates factors impacting the need for 
change, along with stakeholder change readiness informed by the completion of the 
organizational assessment tool. Assuming the change adoption follows the normal distribution, 
as supported by many empirical cases, the change adopters fall into the following five categories: 
Innovators (2.5%), Early Adopters (13.5%), Early Majority (34%), Late Majority (34%), and 







Organizational and Individual Change Readiness and Impacting Factors  
 
Note: Adapted from Cawsey et al. (2016) and Rogers (1962)  
In the context of this OIP, planned change is impacted by political, economic, social and 
technological factors, along with macro, meso, and micro factors. Recognizing the complex and 
incremental nature of the change, this OIP would involve Innovators, Early Adopters, and Early 
Majority in the change process. Involvement of Late Majority and Laggards is considered 
outside the scope of this OIP and would be part of the institutionalization of the change, 
addressed in the Next Steps and Future Considerations section.  
The significance of change readiness to complex organizational change is undeniable. 
According to readiness theory, and consistent with the proposed views, readiness for change is a 
precursor to the successful implementation of complex changes (Lokuge et al., 2019). Holt et al. 
(2007) define readiness for change as:  
a comprehensive attitude that is influenced by the content (i.e., what is being changed), 
the process (i.e., how the change is occurring), the context (i.e., circumstances under 
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which the change is occurring), and the individuals (i.e., characteristics of those being 
asked to change) involved and collectively reflects the extent to which an individual or a 
collection of individuals is cognitively and emotionally inclined to accept, embrace, and 
adopt a particular plan to purposefully alter the status quo. (p. 326) 
Therefore, the readiness efforts would need to involve change sponsors and strategies aimed at 
heightening awareness of the need for change and building momentum to undertake the change 
by focusing on individual and group stakeholders and their engagement with the change 
process. 
Chapter 1 Conclusion 
This first chapter highlights how the external pressures and the funding model reform 
are evident in the organizational context, structure, dynamics, approaches, and practices at 
College X. The main observation is that organizational decision-making, behaviors, and actions 
are not independent of the environment they operate in, dominant trends, and factors that 
surround it. Distributed SEM governance structure could be leveraged to help drive College X 
strategic and SMA3 priorities related to enrollment planning in a data-informed manner with 
involvement from individual and group stakeholders. The college leadership and the IR unit 
share responsibility for organizational change aimed at empowering and mobilizing 




Chapter 2: Planning and Development 
Chapter 1 examined the impact of the external forces and environment on the 
organizational context related to the identified PoP and the leadership approaches that align 
with this writer’s personal leadership philosophy and views. In addition, the PoP highlighted the 
need for effective DDDM in the wake of growing external pressures and changing 
environment and internal motivation to maintain or grow revenues and market share. Chapter 2 
continues this work by describing the ways that chosen leadership approaches and change 
models can help College X realize change in response to the identified PoP. This is followed by 
critical organizational analyses to identify the goals for a change plan. I conclude the chapter by 
offering a viable solution to address the PoP and ethical considerations involved.   
Leadership Approaches to Change 
The leadership approaches chosen to propel change intend to leverage principles 
associated with distributed and adaptive leadership. In the context of this OIP, and more 
specifically, Chapter 2, these approaches are intended to empower stakeholders within the SEM 
structure and processes, while also providing more meaning through participation and teaming. 
Given this writer’s organizational and SEM structure positionality, shared leadership is a more 
appropriate form of team leadership than hierarchical leadership, represented by the solo leader 
(Brown & Gioia, 2002; Day et al., 2004; Yukl, 2010). Moreover, support for the efficacy of 
shared leadership and team outcomes was found in a meta-analysis of shared leadership by Wu 
et al. (2020). The shaping of identities and relationships across all directions, forming and 
enabling new group leadership structures are products of a social interaction process of repeated 
leading-following interactions (DeRue, 2011). This aligns with the idea that social authority is 
generated through the continual creation of power-with or power-over via practice and social 
interactions (Woods, 2016). The chosen leadership approaches are seen as complementary given 
the organizational context and dominant principles and practices at College X, and they can be 
effectively applied to the identified PoP.  
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Despite hierarchical approaches to governance and leadership at College X, team-centric 
leadership approaches are evident in the cross-functional SEM structure. However, there are 
challenges with this governance structure. Leading cross-functional teams, according to Parker 
(2008), is the most complex form of leadership. This is because it requires leading by influence 
rather than authority, coping with competing agendas, coordinating with both senior and 
functional leadership, and many other challenges. Effective team leadership requires 
communication of a vision, the creation of a clear mission and the development of goals, 
objectives, and action plans (Parker, 2008). Moreover, team leaders are characterized as being 
collaborative, integrative, diplomatic, non-malevolent, and administratively competent 
(Northouse, 2018). These practices and behaviors align with my own observations regarding 
how academic and administrative leaders work together at College X and within the SEM 
governance structure. 
Team leadership functions, according to Northouse (2018), can be fulfilled by the formal 
team leader and/or shared by team members; however, for teams to excel, the organizational 
context must promote involvement. The growth and performance-oriented College X culture 
looks to the SEM structure as a team-focused governance vehicle aimed at informing, 
developing, and implementing decisions related to organizational priorities. The benefits of 
effective organizational teams include many desirable outcomes, such as greater productivity 
and performance, more effective use of resources, better decisions and problem solving, better-
quality products and services, and greater innovation and creativity (Bergman et al., 2012; 
Ensley et al., 2006; Hoch, 2013; Parker, 2008). Wu et al. (2020) found that the positive 
relationship between shared leadership and team performance had two substantive moderators 
– intragroup trust and task interdependence. This finding suggests that the relationship is more 
positive when interdependence and trust are higher. The most effective organizational teams 
tend to have a balance of team player styles that allows them to use different styles as necessary. 
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Without a doubt, these are the outcomes and culture that the growth and performance driven 
College X is striving to achieve via its SEM framework structure. 
Distributed Approaches Complemented by Adaptive Approach 
Given the complex and dynamic nature of PSIs, organizational change, according to 
Manning (2018), must be viewed in the context of the organizational model and reflect on the 
context in which the change is taking place. From an organizational perspective, change 
development and implementation needs to be sensitive to the College X organizational context. 
The change also needs to make use of existing organizational structures and processes to 
support effective DDDM within the SEM context.  
While the SEM framework and structure have been in place for over five years, informing 
decisions ranging from future program offerings to student retention strategies and marketing 
and recruitment efforts, reliance on data to drive and inform those decisions appears to have 
subsided. Meaningful engagement and participation in DDDM via strategies tailored to fit 
College X’s dominant bureaucratic and managerial culture and archetypes have the potential to 
resurrect engagement with data within the SEM structure. In writing about organizational 
cultures, Cacciattolo (2014) explains that there are two views on such cultures -- interpretative 
and structural. She describes the structural view, which focuses on how relationships are 
structured, as being grounded in the works of Weber and Marx, as explained by Levine et al. 
(2006), which comes from a functionalist school of thought. College X fits this view. Therefore, 
my efforts will focus on fostering relationships within the SEM governance structure aimed at 
supporting organizational priorities. Gosling et al. (2009) explain that one needs to “appreciate 
[that] the function of a distributed perspective on leadership requires recognition of the social, 
political and power relations within organizations” (p. 300). By distributing the power to inform 
the path forward for stakeholders within the SEM structure and related functional areas, this 
OIP will not only seek buy-in for the change but also support eventual institutionalization of the 
practices and activities that would emerge from this highly collaborative change initiative.  
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From the individual perspective, situational and adaptive leadership approaches will 
inform how the proposed change is both planned and implemented for individual and group 
stakeholders. This will be done in a manner that is mindful of the existing governance as well as 
individual and organizational change readiness. The situational approach argues that 
“leadership is composed of both a directive and a supportive dimension, and that each has to be 
applied appropriately in a given situation” (Northouse, 2018, p. 93). Based on this evaluation, 
the leader adjusts their directive or supportive style to suit the evolving needs of followers, 
adjusting their style to the followers' competence and commitment. According to Blanchard 
(1985, 2013), development level is the degree of competence and commitment necessary to 
accomplish a given goal or activity. The development levels describe combinations of 
commitment and competence on a given goal and are goal specific rather than follower specific. 
Therefore, to be effective as a leader, this writer needs to be able to assess individual and 
organizational competence and commitment to a specific goal and adapt her style to the 
demands of different situations. 
Carew et al. (1986) suggest that groups go through development stages that are similar to 
those of individuals. For this reason, leaders should strive to match their leadership styles to a 
group’s development level. Northouse (2018) stresses that more research is required “to explain 
how leaders can adapt their styles simultaneously to the development levels of individual group 
members and to the group as a whole” (p.102). Leadership approaches, in this OIP, aim to 
empower stakeholders by providing more significance through participation and teaming. 
Groups often have more knowledge, diverse perspectives, and collective energy than individuals 
working alone, as suggested by Buller (2015). This tends to result in improved communication 
and increased acceptance of ideas within a collective. Strategies and methods for leading change 
consider not only the institutional culture and dominant archetypes at College X but also 
individual and group developmental levels, in order to ensure uptake by individual and group 
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stakeholders. For that reason, this approach is perceived as adequate for the identified PoP and 
this OIP. 
To effectively implement the chosen approach in the College X context, this OIP draws 
from two approaches to team development applied in the higher education context. The first is 
Jones et al.’s (2012) application and examination of an Action Self Enabling Reflective Tool 
(ASERT). They recommend the use of ASERT in facilitating collaboration between cross-
functional and cross-hierarchical actors and for building organizational leadership capacity. 
Moreover, they propose a “distributed approach to leadership that, while acknowledging 
traditional leadership focus on the traits, skills and behaviors of individual leaders, encompasses 
the need to take account of contexts, situations, environments and contingencies in which 
leadership occurs” (Jones et al., 2012, p. 68). The second approach is the Tuckman’s five-stage 
model (1965, 1977). This is one of the most well-known and well-researched approaches to team 
development (Bonebright, 2010). The model concerns a group life cycle comprised of forming, 
storming, norming, performing, and adjourning that are focused on development of 
interpersonal relationships and task activity (Tuckman, 1965; Tuckman & Jensen, 1977). In 
addition to ASERT, principles from Tuckman’s model would be used in this OIP to inform how 
stakeholders are supported and developed as they build capacity for effective DDDM. In her 
empirical review of distributed leadership studies, Harris (2008) found a positive relationship 
between distributed leadership and organizational change. However, she notes that the ways 
distribution patterns have been established has an impact on outcomes of organizational change 
and performance. Being able to successfully apply these leadership approaches within the 
College X context is critical.  
Given the functionalist nature of College X, it is important for the change leadership to 
engage with the stakeholder within the SEM structure in meaningful top-down conversations 
and seek performance strategies while also readying stakeholders for change. Yukl and Mahsud 
(2010) explain that there is a growing interest in skills of relevance to adaptive leadership, 
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including cognitive complexity, system thinking, and social intelligence. These skills are of 
particular significance for this writer, as a leader, in the context of this OIP and, more 
specifically, in leading the change process. 
Framework for Leading the Change Process 
The purpose of this section is to identify appropriate theoretical underpinnings and tools 
in an effort to design a conceptual framework for leading the planned change process. Therefore, 
the section requires awareness and understanding of theories, tools, and practices relevant to 
the identified PoP that can be effectively brought together to complement the leader’s style and 
organizational context, while being mindful of change drivers. Buller (2015) argues that 
distributed organizational culture, dominant in the higher education context, 1) makes the 
common models of change management ineffective in this setting, 2) requires deeper 
understanding of the rationale for the change process and consideration of multiple perspectives 
to a problem and 3) calls for non-traditional change models to be considered. For this reason, I 
consider a conceptual change for leading change more suitable.  
Organizational Theories Informing Leading the Change Process 
Evolutionary and institutional theories serve as the context-setting theories for 
understanding the interplay between environment and institutions in the leading change 
process. According to Kezar (2018), evolutionary theories suggest that resistance and obstacles 
to change emerge because many change initiatives originate outside the organization and may 
violate existing norms and practices. The aim of institutional theory is to understand how 
cultural, political, social, and environmental influences shape organizations. DiMaggio and 
Powell (1983) identified three external institutional forces that replicate structures: 
authoritarian, normative, and mimetic. Political science is at the heart of institutional theory, 
the idea being that institutions are shaped by wider cultural, political, social, and environmental 
factors (Manning, 2018). In the context of higher education, institutional theory focuses on the 
organization and functioning of PSIs. 
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Understanding how PSIs are organized and how they function is essential for leading the 
change process. Institutional theory has the potential to provide deeper understanding into how 
external factors shape not only College X but also the leading change process (Lepori, 2016; 
Manning, 2018). From an institutional theory perspective, the pressures from the funding model 
reform could lead to tensions between managerial and professional logics (Lepori, 2016; 
Manning, 2018). Institutional logics, a concept within institutional theory, are argued to be 
determinant of organizational change and, more specifically, the “fit” between logic and 
situation (Thornton et al., 2012). According to Thornton and Ocasio (1999), logics are “the 
socially constructed, historical patterns of material practices, assumptions, values, beliefs, and 
and rules by which individuals produce and reproduce their material subsistence, organize time 
and space, and provide meaning to their social reality” (p. 804). They provide “a more nuanced 
framework … [for actors to] be strategic and creative in responding to conflicting pressure of 
managerial and academic logics beyond the simple choice between adoption and resistance” 
(Lepori, 2016, p. 253). Organizations evolve and grow as actors make decisions within the 
context of the organizations in which they are embedded (Manning, 2018). The concept of 
hybridity explains that PSIs are pressured by both managerial and professional logics, and how 
these are managed and absorbed into their identities varies (Lepori, 2016). This emphasizes the 
importance of human agency in the leading change process. 
Institutional theory provides a lens for understanding institutions and processes, 
whereas contingency theory provides a lens for understanding organizations and how to 
improve them. Greenwood et al. (2014) argue that institutional theory does not provide a 
sufficient understanding of how organizations are structured and managed, and that principles 
from contingency theories can fill that gap. In line with this, Van de Ven et al. (2013) describe 
the fit between an organization’s structures and systems and its organizational and 
environmental contexts, cautioning about context-specific logics at play. For this reason, the 
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traditional top-down approach, associated with managerial culture, is not sufficient on its own 
for leading organizational changes. 
While the top-down methodology associated with the managerial culture values 
performance, supervisory skills, and fiscal responsibility, it is not appropriate for change 
development and implementation due to the collegial culture prevalent within faculties and 
other stakeholder groups (Kezar, 2018). Collegial culture encourages diverse perspectives and 
autonomy in one’s work. It is characterized by informal, non-hierarchical, and long-term 
relationships and by leadership that emerges from committee and group activities or 
autonomous academic activities (Bergquist & Pawlak, 2008). On the other hand, managerial 
culture finds meaning in the organization, implementation and evaluation of work directed 
toward specified goals and purposes. It values fiscal responsibility, efficiency and managerial 
skills and is characterized by a formal, hierarchical structure (Bergquist & Pawlak, 2008). 
Bergquist and Pawlak (2008) stipulate against striving for a unified organizational culture, 
explaining that, even though they can be at odds, all cultures need to be brought into a dialogue 
to create an optimal organizational state. Bringing these organizational theories’ concepts 
together would be significant to how they inform the practices chosen to guide change in 
response to the identified PoP. 
Defining and Understanding Organizational Change 
Understanding organizational change is essential before one can inform and develop a 
framework for leading change. Buller (2015) identifies three types of change: reactive, proactive, 
and interactive. Reactive change is motivated by a significant perceived threat that is outside of an 
organization’s control; it therefore sees change as having been forced upon it. Proactive change 
refers to preparing for change that will eventually be forced upon an organization. The organization 
can prepare for what is to come by identifying the source of a threat, mapping a course of action, 
and adjusting direction to successfully face the change. Interactive change involves changes needed 
due to internal rather than external forces. Interactive types of changes are thought to be the most 
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difficult to lead (Buller, 2015). The identified PoP is driven by external pressures, including 
implementation of the enrollment corridor mechanism and performance-based funding. A 
metaphor, provided by Morgan (2006), of an organization as a living organism trying to adapt and 
survive in a changing environment resonates within the context in which College X operates. For 
this reason, proactive change involving the SEM Team and SEM governance structure is needed to 
address this gap in practice. 
Proactive changes tend to have fewer time constraints than reactive changes, which 
means they allow for more innovative solutions (Buller, 2015). However, these changes also 
require more time to implement. The implications of the funding model reform and, more 
specifically, achievement of the SMA3 targets, do not pose an imminent threat to College X’s 
fiscal sustainability. However, this “reinforces the notion that change leadership in higher 
education requires a commitment to creating cultures of innovation, that is, an environment in 
which new ideas flow from many sources simultaneously and alternative perspectives are valued 
and rewarded” (Buller, 2015, p. 193). College X is currently in reactive mode due to the Covid-19 
pandemic; however, decisions made today will have long-term implications. Therefore, the 
relevant type of organizational change is proactive in nature, focused on process, organizational 
scale and, in the short term, first-order changes, with potential to lead to second-order, long-
term change. 
The aim of these first-order changes is to support decision-making focusing on first 
order skill sets. Now more than ever, PSIs need to engage in thoughtful cross-functional 
conversations to navigate through the new realities imposed by environmental pressures. Kezar 
(2018) offers a rationale for why HE needs to change and how HE leaders can direct change 
while bearing in mind their unique organizational context. Kezar’s perspective, that the 
environment is fluid due to the pressure of external forces, validates my observations of how 
data and information could be corporatized to achieve the ministry directive toward an 
outcome-driven college system. Melguizo et al. (2017) have explored productive efficiency, 
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defined as community colleges’ production of student outcomes at a given level of expenditures, 
to better understand relationships between equity and efficiency in community college funding. 
Their findings revealed the major influence of inter- and intra-institutional differences 
(Melguizo et al., 2017) that risk creating institutions that act to produce desired outputs rather 
than  to produce graduates who are contributing members of their communities (Busch, 2017; 
Dougherty et al., 2016). This in turn affects the type of changes that can flourish, compared to 
those that are more difficult to pursue because they do not align with organizational values 
(Kezar, 2018). Making the necessary changes to support a new undertaking, while being wary 
about misinterpretation regarding how culture and context influence strategy selection, calls for 
the use of methods that complement the culture of the organization they are trying to improve 
(Kezar, 2018). Thus, approaches to leading this organizational change will be sensitive to the 
College X organization context, including culture. 
While College X has ample experience with developing and implementing complex 
organizational changes, this does not imply that the stakeholders are more receptive to change. 
In explaining features of PSIs and distributed organizations, Buller (2015) emphasizes shared 
governance. Like other PSIs, shared governance mechanisms have emerged at College X. While 
looked upon favorably, a distributed approach to governance brings to light “less immediately 
visible factors, like power relationships, politics, beliefs, biases, and perceptions” (Buller, 2015, 
p.5). Buller’s (2015) example of the IKEA effect and rationale for how change is enacted through 
distributed governance, composed of promoters and hidden opponents who pursue the status 
quo, resonates with the College X context. Consequently, the approach to bringing about change 
through distributed governance mechanisms requires change agents who see through these less 
visible factors and have a solid understanding of the environment and dynamics within.  
Frameworks for Leading Change 
The framing theories identified to be appropriate here, based on the scale, degree, and type 
of change, include Kotter’s Eight-Stage Change Process (1996) and Cawsey and colleagues’ Change-
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Path Model (2016). Both models are focused on organizational-level change, with Kotter’s model 
employing a more prescriptive approach and Cawsey and colleagues’ model a combination of 
descriptive and prescriptive approaches. Lewin’s Model (1951), focused on developing and 
implementing change through a three-step process of unfreezing, changing, and refreezing, was 
also considered. After deeper examination, the descriptive and system-level change approach of the 
model was found t0 be overly simplistic for the complex change required at College X. The Eight-
Stage Process (Kotter, 1996) and the Change Path Model (Cawsey et al., 2016) are more suitable, 
given the nature and organizational context for this change. In the effort to identify which one of 
the two is more suitable for this OIP, the following sections explore both models in relation to the 
identified PoP. 
Kotter’s Model 
Kotter’s Change Model consists of eight stages corresponding to the eight common mistakes 
that the author argues impact the change process (Kotter, 1996). The stages are: establishing a 
sense of urgency, creating the guiding coalition, developing a vision and strategy, communicating 
the change vision, empowering a broad base of people to take action, generating short-term wins, 
consolidating gains to produce even more change, and institutionalizing new approaches in the 
culture (Kotter, 1996). In broad strokes, the first four stages are aimed at challenging the status 
quo, while stages five through seven are intended to introduce new practices. Stage eight is 
intended to institutionalize the changes across the organization. These eight stages resemble 
Lewin’s model; however, they tend to be more prescriptive in nature. 
Kotter (2012) cautions change agents from jumping immediately into introducing changes 
via stages five through seven without previously dedicating appropriate attention to the first four 
stages of the process. What stands out is the importance of the model sequence in ensuring the 
momentum needed to drive the change. Progressing well through stage one by establishing a sense 
of urgency through identification and discussion of potential crises and opportunities before 
moving forward with the other stages is key (Kotter, 1996, 2012). The model allows flexibility for 
47 
 
working through multiple stages simultaneously, but it requires following the prescribed sequence. 
According to Lichtenstein and Plowman (2009), agents acting in complex adaptive systems 
continuously make meaning of interactions and adjust their behaviors in response. Doing so 
changes the system through organizational transformation. Acknowledging that most complex 
changes are multiple smaller scale changes, executed as part of the bigger change initiative, Kotter’s 
model allows for nested smaller change initiatives within the bigger change initiatives. 
The Change Path Model 
Cawsey and colleagues’ (2016) model for leading organizational change “combines process 
and prescription” (p. 51). As illustrated in figure 2, the model consists of four steps: awakening, 
mobilization, acceleration, and institutionalization. During the first step of the process, awakening, 
the need for change is articulated. The emphasis is placed on “identifying and clarifying the need 
for change, assessing the organization’s readiness for change, and developing the vision for change” 
(Cawsey et al., 2016, p. 51). In the second step, mobilization, what needs to change is articulated 
and the vision is finalized by involving others in the change process (Cawsey et al., 2016). In the 
third step, acceleration, the focus is on planning and implementation for moving from current to 
desired organizational state (Cawsey et al., 2016). In the fourth step of the Change Path Model 
process, institutionalization, transition to the desired state is made (Cawsey et al., 2016). This stage 
also involves tracking the change through multiple measures to help assess what is needed, gauge 
progress, and make modifications (Cawsey et al., 2016). Figure 1 also displays how the select steps 
from Kotter’s 8-Stage Change Process are to be incorporated with the Change Path Model. Doing so 














Note: Adapted from Cawsey et al. (2016) and Kotter (1996, 2012) 
The two models are used in this way for several reasons. Kotter’s Model is too linear for 
the College X organizational context and complex nature of the change process. Cawsey and 
colleagues’ Change Path Model involves fewer stages and offers more flexibility. This framework 
is suitable since it can be applied to and used with other models and approaches. Moreover, this 
descriptive and prescriptive model can be effectively applied to the type of change this OIP aims 
for. What drew me to combining these two models is the potential to complement the simplicity 
and flexibility of the Change Path Model approach with the prescriptive steps and aspects of the 
Kotter’s Change Model (1996, 2012).  
Recognizing my positionality within the organization and the fact that many of the 
stakeholders I would be working with hold as much, and in many cases more, power than I do, 
this will be first-order change. This type of change is appropriate, as there may be barriers and 
resistance to change that would be best addressed through collaborative approaches, including 
a) developing and understanding vision and direction and b) mobilizing efforts for the change 
initiative that include participation and involvement in the change process. Through stakeholder 
interactions, the proposed change could provide “the potential for specifying the construction 
process of collective action, and thus collective actors” (Lichtenstein et al., 2006, p. 5). As 
Awakening Mobilization Acceleration Institutionalization
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already discussed, the chosen leadership approaches along with the context-setting 
organizational theories were found to be compatible with the Change Path Model (Cawsey et al., 
2016). The following section will engage in critical organizational analyses, using Nadler and 
Tushman’s (1980) Congruence Model (Figure 3).  
Critical Organizational Analysis  
The environment in which the 24 Ontario public colleges operate is changing due to the 
introduction of SMAs, the corridor funding model, and performance-based funding, and this is 
impacting both the systemic and institutional levels of governance. As Capano (2011), explains, 
changes in systemic and institutional governance are a product of governments’ responses to 
changes in their respective environments. Therefore, it is not surprising to see that neoliberal 
reforms can bring about major changes that lead to a reassessment of existing trust 
relationships, not only between institutions and government but also within institutions 
themselves (Austin & Jones, 2016). Understanding organizations and, more specifically, 
organizational behavior can help inform the changes required to weather these challenges. 
Organizational behavior refers to “a field of study that investigates three interdependent systems 
-- the individual, the group, and the overall organizational context – to develop better 
understanding of the workplace, especially when managing people” (Kinicki & Fugate, 2012, p. 
3). Assessing organizations in terms of how effectively and efficiently they gather input from the 
external environment and transform these into outputs that the external environment values is 
examined (Cawsey et al., 2016). To do so well in the College X context, detailed examination and 
solid understanding of the context of the identified PoP is needed. The following section 
critically assesses the organization using the former organizational change readiness findings 




Diagnosis and Analysis of Needed Changes Using the Congruence Model 
This analysis provides insights into gaps and also furthers understanding of the 
dynamics within the organization. The Congruence Model (Nadler & Tushman, 1980), “balances 
the complexity needed for organizational analysis, and the simplicity needed for action planning 
and communication” (Cawsey et al., 2016, p. 68). The model assumes that organizations are 
dynamic, open systems in a large environment where organizational behavior occurs at the 
individual, group, and system levels (Sabir, 2018). Interactions occur between the individual, 
group, and system levels (Sabir, 2018). As illustrated in figure 3, the model consists of four 
elements: a) work, b) people, c) formal organization, including structure and systems, and d) 
informal organization including culture. Performance and outcomes are tied to the compatibility 
of these four elements. The higher their compatibility and the more aligned they are with the 
external factors and organizational strategy, the better the performance and outcomes (Cawsey 
et al., 2016). According to Nadler and Tushman (1980), an open system is one that 
communicates with its environment and is made up of a collection of interconnected elements, 
forming a mechanism that takes input from the environment, transforms it, and produces 
output. 
Figure 3 
The Congruence Model 
 
 










The need for change is driven by external political, economic, social, and technological 
factors, which influence the environment surrounding College X. The PEST analysis from 
Chapter 1 revealed a political reality where DDDM is of critical importance to College X, as the 
organization readies for a) funding policy reform via the SMA3 and b) navigating the gloomy 
global economic outlook concerning international enrollments, which colleges and universities 
across the country have become increasingly dependent on for balancing  budgets (Brownlee, 
2015). Technological tools such as Tableau and associated content and resources play a key role 
in this OIP. They will need to be flexible in their configuration to account for adjustments to 
metrics of interests with the shift to performance-based funding. Recognized within the system 
as a high-performing organization, College X’s overarching strategy continues to focus on a 
commitment to continuous improvement and planning for fiscal sustainability.  
As they cope with the current external climate and attempt to match their resources with 
the plan to achieve the desired results, organizational leaders must consider their organization's 
past and consider the effects and constraints, according to Cawsey et al. (2016). The change 
strategy for this OIP focuses on effective DDDM informed by tools and resources produced by 
the IR unit. In the short-term, this OIP will aim to develop and implement a plan to support 
data literacy efforts specific to available tools and resources. In the long-term, this effort is 
expected to aid desired outcomes pertaining to achievement of enrollment and relevant SMA3 
performance targets.  
Transformation Process 
The Congruence Model places the greatest emphasis on the transformation process 
consisting of work, structure, culture, and people and often illuminates the gap areas, as per the 
analysis. 
Work. This component of the model concerns the types of skills and knowledge 
demands the work involves and the constraints on performance demands inherent in the work, 
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considering the change strategy (Nadler & Tushman, 1980). In the beginning, the SEM 
governance structure at College X included a formal Data Committee. The committee had three 
primary functions: 1) to provide data to other SEM committees and working groups in a format 
that was user-appropriate, 2) to review and evaluate requests for data, and 3) to guide data-
related priorities and working groups. The Director, Institutional Planning and Analysis acted as 
a co-chair, while departmental staff were embedded across the working groups to support the 
work alongside colleagues from academic, administrative, and relevant service areas. A number 
of tools and resources, managed by the department, have emerged from the work of the SEM 
structure and Data Committee. Since the committee dissolved, the remaining committees were 
tasked with informing future data needs, and the responsibility of meeting their data needs has 
largely become the responsibility of Institutional Planning and Analysis. 
The assessment of organizational change readiness from Chapter 1 suggests that the 
organization is in the position to undertake the change toward enhancing the capacity for 
DDDM within the SEM governance structure. During the awakening and mobilizing stages, 
emphasis will be placed on making sense of the vision for change from the current to the desired 
state, by involving other individual and group stakeholders in the process (Cawsey et al., 2016). 
In the context of the PoP, direction and endorsement will be sought from the SEM team. Having 
the SEM Team as change champions will be of significant value for the proposed change, given 
their positional power and authority to set the direction with respect to enrollment planning and 
SMA3 priorities.  
To make sense of the change, the existing SEM governance structure will be leveraged. 
Academic, administrative, and relevant service leadership will be consulted and invited to 
participate in the proposed change. Cawsey et al. (2016) explain that “approval and acceptance 
are generally enhanced when people are involved in the discussions and feel that they have been 
heard” (p. 169). The acceleration stage will involve development and implementation of a 
detailed plan for leading change. Learnings from the awakening and mobilization stages will 
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also be considered. Thinking First Strategy, by Mintzberg and Westley (2001), will provide 
guidance on the establishment of approaches sensitive to overreliance on a one-size-fits-all 
solution.  
Structure. Structure represents formal organizational arrangements consisting of 
structures, processes, and methods in place to get individuals to perform their work (Nadler & 
Tushman, 1980). The structure in relation to this PoP concerns existing organizational design 
and, more specifically, groupings of functions and governance bodies within the SEM structure 
itself (Nadler & Tushman, 1980). The SEM Data Committee and four of its working groups were 
in operation for about two years (see Appendix B). The SEM governance model lost the 
momentum that insights into data produced in the early days of SEM at College X. As the work 
of the Data Committee and its working groups has concluded, the remaining SEM committees 
are driving the identification and communication of their data needs. The IR unit within the 
Institutional Planning and Analysis department, along with other data holders within the 
organization, continue to provide support through provision of data; however, this approach 
alone is not proving sufficient to ignite the buy-in and momentum SEM committees require to 
drive their strategic work forward. This could be attributed to the limited capacity within the 
SEM structure to engage with data in ways that the former structure allowed.   
Higher education has become an increasingly complex environment, with complicated, 
web-like governance models made up of stakeholder groups with often competing interests. 
Competing values make leadership more difficult and, to be effective, leaders need to find a 
balance (Yukl & Mahsud, 2010). Integrated models are known for their inclusive nature and 
ability to drive change by enabling people to understand higher level institutional priorities 
(Whitchurch & Gordon, 2013). Unfortunately, in the context of College X, an integrated 
governance approach has the potential to contribute to the spread of the status quo mentality. 
Koenig (2012) describes the status quo as a tendency for “people not to want to change things” 
(p. 72). My observation of College X is that the complexity of its governance approach, coupled 
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with changing government priorities and the political climate has the potential to perpetuate the 
status quo. For these reasons, during the awakening and mobilizing stages, emphasis will be 
placed on clarifying the need for change and developing the vision for change. These efforts need 
to be driven by the SEM Team, with the goal of readying the SEM governance structure for the 
proposed change. 
Culture. Culture represents informal organization consisting of emerging arrangements 
such as structures, processes, and relationships (Nadler & Tushman, 1980). Northhouse (2018) 
explains culture as “learned beliefs, values, rules, norms, symbols, and traditions that are 
common to a group of people” (p. 428). He explains that Anglo-cultures are seen as high in 
performance orientation and low in in-group collectivism. The restructuring of PSIs over the last 
four decades has undermined collegiality and promoted hierarchy and managerial control in the 
name of efficiency in public funds use (Busch, 2017). In her discussions about the movement of 
PSIs toward a managerial culture, Sporn (2007) is thoughtful about describing the increasingly 
significant role managerial professionals play in institutional performance. Manning (2018) 
describes how colleges and universities are evolving, changing, and beginning to look like one 
another. She notes that this change is influenced by efforts to increase efficiency, reduce 
uncertainty, achieve institutional goals, and raise their status through actors’ identity-based, 
cultural, and formed by habit actions and choices. At the foundation of the College X Strategic 
Plan is the commitment to be a twenty-first century organization focused on continuous 
improvement, financial sustainability, and strategic investment.  
Kotter (2012) engages in a critical examination of differences between twentieth- and 
twenty-first century organizations, considering their structures, systems, and cultures. 
According to Kotter’s analysis, being a twenty-first century organization involves moving away 
from bureaucratic organizational structures managed by leadership using data from a few 
performance information systems toward those led by management and managed by employees 
who have access to and receive training and support with performance data from many 
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performance information systems. The most notable differences lie between the cultures of the 
two; while twentieth century organizations tend to be centralized, inward focused, risk averse, 
and slow to make decisions, twenty-first century organizations are externally focused and strive 
to be empowering, more risk tolerant, and quicker at making decisions.  
College X demonstrates many of the characteristics of managerial culture described here.  
Efforts to change this are evident in the establishment of cross-functional collaborative 
governance structures like SEM. Changing organizational culture, in the context of this OIP, 
would mean impacting organizational level data literacy and DDDM, which involves second-
order change. The institutionalization stage of the Change Path Model would concern this type 
of change. However, institutionalization will not be the focus of this OIP. Enhancement of 
organizational level DDDM and data literacy would be an aspirational long-term goal for this 
change leader. 
People. Despite the efforts by Institutional Planning and Analysis, and its IR unit, to be 
proactive about engaging the stakeholders with data tools and resources, constraints like 
competing priorities and limited capacity have contributed to their underutilization. Kotter 
(2012) claims that “without sufficient empowerment, critical information about quality sits 
unused in workers’ minds and energy to implement changes lies dormant” (p. 166). By not 
having a governing body in place tasked with SEM-related DDDM or an organizational data 
literacy strategy, it is unclear how well College X is prepared to face the complex external and 
internal environment it is finding itself in due to the Covid-19 pandemic and the shift to 
performance-based funding. Therefore, by not delegating more effectively, College X and the 
department could be contributing to the pro-status quo bias.  
Engaging people in the change process is critical. As Kotter (2012) states, “the hearts and 
minds of all members of the workforce are needed to cope with the fast-shifting realities of the 
business climate” (p. 166). Trust, supported by positive relationships and effective 
communication, has been shown to have the potential to enable successful governance within 
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large, complex system and institution networks (Koenig, 2012). For this reason, the awakening 
and mobilization stages would focus on addressing the what’s in it for me/us issue while also 
bolstering stakeholder confidence and trust that the proposed change is both needed and the 
right change (Cawsey et al., 2016). In addition, the mobilization stage would need to address the 
gap between what change leaders know and what others know. Cawsey et al. (2016) caution that 
“as uncertainty increases, the amount of information that needs to be processed between the 
decision-makers during the transformation process increases” (p. 155). In line with this, they 
note that there is often a gap between what change leaders know because of their exploration of 
the problem and what others in the organization know. Understanding individual and group 
attitudes toward change could provide insight into this gap.  Therefore, it is important to 
understand individual and group attitudes toward change in relation to their placement on the 
change adoption continuum.   
The change adoption continuum placement will inform effective strategies, based on 
stakeholder placement, and monitor their progress along the continuum, from knowledge of the 
issues to involvement in the change to desiring action, and finally to taking action relevant to the 
change. To support group and individual stakeholders effectively, this writer as a leader will 
need to be flexible and adaptive to group and individual stakeholder needs. Recognizing that 
change is not linear, change leaders must be able to learn and adjust their understanding of the 
situation and what may be required as they go (Nadler & Tushman, 1980). For this reason, 
stakeholder reactions and engagement will be monitored and leadership approaches adjusted 
accordingly. 
Outputs 
Outputs are “what the organization produces, how it performs, and how effective it is” 
(Nadler & Tushman, 1980). Three factors need to be considered when evaluating organizational 
performance: goal attainment, resource utilization and adaptability. According to Nadler and 
Tushman (1980), “for a system to survive it must maintain a favorable balance of input or 
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output transactions with the environment or it will run down” (p. 38). The consequences of not 
adapting are seen when once successful organizations do not respond to changes in the 
environment. In the context of the identified PoP, organization level outputs include 
enhancements to existing tools and resources to support SEM-related decision-making toward 
achievement of desired enrollments and performance on the SMA3 metrics. Individual and 
group level outputs pertain to enhancement in skills and abilities needed for effective DDDM, as 
well as empowerment for bottom-up influence. Therefore, it is key for College X to balance 
inputs and outputs as it aims to move from the current to the desired state. 
The organization, according to Nadler and Tushman (1980), is viewed as a system or 
transformation mechanism that takes inputs and transforms them into outputs. The critical 
dynamic is the fit or congruence among the components. Congruence, a measure of how well 
pairs of components fit together, is used to explore fit across all combinations of the four 
components in the College X organizational sense. Nadler (1981) explains that organizational 
change is successfully managed when an organization is successfully moved from the current to 
the desired state, the desired state works as intended, and the move is accomplished without 
unexpected costs to the organization or the people doing the work. With respect to the 
components of the organizational model, Nadler identifies the three most common problems as 
1) the power problem related to organizational culture, 2) the control problem related to 
organizational structure, and 3) the resistance problem related to people. In the context of the 
PoP, this OIP anticipates the power problem. Power relations, aside from environments they are 
observed in, are influenced by mechanisms and tools stakeholder groups use to acquire power 
(Botas & Huisman, 2012). Consequently, ways of dealing with power dynamics would need to be 
considered as the solutions of the identified PoP are explored. 
In moving the organization from the current state to the desired state, this OIP focuses 
on the awakening, mobilization, and acceleration stages of the Change Path Model (Cawsey et 
al., 2016). They describe five ways of stimulating awareness of a need for change. Among them 
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are, identifying shared goals and working out ways to achieve them and using data and 
information to raise awareness of the need for change. More specifically, they suggest focusing 
on “the risks of not taking action … [instead of] what might be lost” (Cawsey et al., 2016, p. 119).  
Stakeholders could create change momentum by considering their long-term interests and 
higher-order priorities, which can be a powerful motivator for engagement and mobilization. 
During the acceleration stage, the leader would need to keep an eye on whether the planned 
change is being carried out correctly. Measurement and control systems integrated into change 
programs, according to Cawsey et al. (2016), can explain anticipated results, improve 
transparency, and provide change leaders with useful resources. They call for change leaders to 
employ these tools throughout the change process to help a) clarify expectations, b) assess 
progress and adjust as needed, c) assess the extent to which change has been institutionalized, 
d) assess achievements, and e) set stages for future change initiatives. 
Critical Organizational Analysis Summary 
Following is the organizational analysis of combined organizational context and 
challenges with respect to DDDM within the SEM governance structure. This is followed by 
diagnoses and analyses of needed changes using the Change Path Model (Cawsey et al., 2016) 
along with the Congruence Model (Nadler & Tushman, 1980). The insights demonstrate the 
need to consider individual, group, and organization level solutions. Furthermore, analyses of 
the relationships between the elements revealed that changes are needed between the following 
combinations of elements:  
First, Structure and People need attention to ensure that people can work effectively 
together. Second, Work and Structure would benefit from better alignment in terms of how 
organizational SEM structure is informing organizational data and information needs and 
utilizing available tools and resources in DDDM. Third, Structure and Culture, characterized by 
distributed structure and managerial and collegial cultures, need to be aligned to ensure they 
complement each other rather than competing.   
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The proposed solutions that follow assume that there is flexibility to how the SMA3 
priorities will be implemented and operationalized at College X. Having the new accountability 
framework grounded in organizational practices will be vital (Shin, 2010). Nevertheless, 
organizational leadership needs to be mindful of direction, vision, and goals that exacerbate 
strategies and initiatives aimed at achieving pre-pandemic enrollments and SMA3 targets. This 
can be achieved through the development of blending and compromising solutions at the 
practical level that aim to balance the conflict between managerial and professional logics 
(Lepori, 2016). The proposed solutions will engage the SEM structure to effectively distribute 
accountability for effective DDDM to key individual and group stakeholders. 
Possible Solutions to Address the Problem of Practice  
Recognizing that DDDM is a developing field in the education context, existing research 
and literature is limited (Mandinach, 2012). Nevertheless, several theoretical and conceptual 
frameworks for DDDM have emerged as the field continues to grow and evolve (Cech et al., 
2018; Ikemoto & Marsh, 2007; Mandinach et al., 2008). These frameworks aim to enable better 
integration of data into decision-making processes, which has the potential to lead to positive 
organizational and system outcomes. Worth pointing out is that most of these frameworks were 
developed for and informed by secondary and primary education leaders. As far as I am aware, 
there is no framework developed specifically for the Anglo higher education context. 
As Ontario PSIs manage the impacts of the Covid-19 pandemic and ready themselves for 
the activation of SMA3, the ability of leaders to effectively use data to inform decisions will be 
important for the success of their organizations. If leaders are ineffective in their use of data, 
available data tools and resources will not lead to effective DDDM. This OIP proposes adapting 
an existing framework to the contextual realities of College X in order to support enhancement 
of available tools and resources and building capacity for DDDM. Several viable solutions are 
discussed in the following section and examined for feasibility, consequences, benefits, and 
resources needed for implementation. The section concludes with a discussion of ethical 
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considerations and a rationale of support for a single solution, the one most appropriate given 
the realities of this leader and College X. 
Solution A: Maintaining the Status Quo 
Sustaining the current state is the solution that likely requires the least resources and 
effort. Senior and mid-level academic, administrative and services leaders have access to 
Tableau Server (TS) and available Tableau Content (TC) and resources and are represented 
across the SEM governance structure. This approach allows all areas of the college to have a 
representative on each committee, ensuring their voices are heard and their interests 
represented. The aim of this approach is to inform, develop, and engage in pan-institutional 
initiatives that support strategic priorities, goals, and objectives. The SEM governance structure 
has served as a cross-functional venue for collaboration between academic, administrative, and 
services areas for years, aiding in College X’s distributed leadership efforts. 
Resources 
As previously discussed in the Organizational Critical Analyses section, College X 
maintains its commitment to DDDM. Through the SEM governance structure, the senior 
leadership continues to call for the increased use of data to inform decision-making and 
resource allocation. However, competing internal and external priorities, as well as limited 
stakeholder capacity, are hindering effective engagement with available TS content and 
resources. The SEM operating committees meet once a month, with many academic, 
administrative, and services leaders attending two meetings or even all three. This is in addition 
to operational and strategic committees outside the SEM structure. These committees can 
consume significant resources and effort. On the other hand, the IR team has gone through 
reorganization and staffing changes, resulting in growing human and technological capacity to 
support effective organizational DDDM.  
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Benefits and Consequences 
The SEM structure is intended to serve as a platform for data-driven discussions of 
proactive pan-institutional strategies and initiatives aimed to support organizational priorities 
and respond to changing environmental and government priorities. However, due to operational 
pressures and priorities, the committees often dedicate significant efforts to more reactive types 
of work. This takes away from a time needed for proactive work of a pan-institutional nature, 
which has far more potential to impact organizational performance and outcomes. The IR unit 
invests effort to help guide and support both reactive and proactive work with the use of 
available data. However, between operational and organizational commitments, members of 
these committees can be overtasked at times. This leaves them with limited capacity to take on 
additional proactive work and responsibilities. Despite the best intentions, the gap between 
intention and behavior is apparent.   
Capacity Building Solutions 
The following two solutions rely on existing governance structures to share 
accountability for informing strategy and work toward effective DDDM across individual and 
group stakeholders. This PoP has both a technological and an adaptive component. This means 
that while problems are often well-defined, answers are not always easy (Busch, 2017). These 
solutions will use an adapted conceptual framework developed by Mandinach and colleagues 
(2008, 2012) layered with concepts from the Data Skills Framework (Open Data Institute, 
2020) and Tableau Blueprint (Tableau, n.d.) to inform the chosen solution and the 
corresponding two goals. Despite being based on research on practitioners and a cognitive 
analysis of the results of that research, the framework “has the advantage of drilling down to and 
outlining the cognitive skills that are hypothesized to be involved in DDDM” (Mandinach, 2012, 
p. 77). Data can be used in summative ways -- to determine whether things are ‘working’ -- and 
in formative ways -- to inform how things can be improved. Mandinach (2012) explains that 
“data are seen to exist in a raw state without meaning; they are just numbers. Information is 
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data given meaning within a particular context. Knowledge is a collection of information 
deemed useful to guide action” (p. 77). Therefore, the responsibility for an effective solution will 
be shared between a leader, who can act as a resource and provide support, and others who will 
need to change and adapt. Figure 4 depicts key components of the framework, grounded in the 
principle that data can be transformed into information and ultimately knowledge.  
Figure 4 
Conceptual Framework for Data-Driven Decision-Making 
         
 
 
Note: Adapted from Mandinach (2012)  
The paradigm shift in how data is to be used is emerging. Data is no longer solely about 
accountability; they are increasingly being used to inform continuous improvement. Mandinach 
(2012) identifies a lack of human capacity and an operationalization for data literacy as one of 
the main challenges to data use. Spillane (2012) perceives organizational and social structures to 
be viewed both as a medium and an outcome of data use in practice. This has direct implications 
for practice and higher education leaders. IR leaders and professionals are encouraged to keep 
their communities of users front of mind as the institutional research skills needed by higher 
education leaders evolve. The main inquiries for the proposed solutions relate to enhancing, 
with input from cross-functional individual and group stakeholders, tools and resources 





















resources for the institution to understand data for decision-making” (Johnson & Simon, 2018, 
p. 18). Three solutions focused on TS content and resources enhancements and capacity 
building were considered, informed by the conceptual framework developed by Mandinach and 
colleagues (2008, 2012) and supported with concepts from the Data Skills Framework (Open 
Data Institute, 2020) and Tableau Blueprint (Tableau, n.d.), involving organizational, group and 
individual approaches. The selection of the preferred solution considered human, time, 
financial, and technological resources as well as associate benefits and consequences. While 
broader organizational level implementation would be of merit, it is considered to involve 
second-order change, require significant resources, and involve work outside of the scope of this 
OIP. Therefore, organizational level capacity building change, while important, will not be 
considered in this OIP. The two capacity building solutions that follow consider implementation 
of the adapted DDDM framework at the individual and group levels. 
Solution B: Individual-Level Focused Capacity Building Strategy 
Existing research and literature points to a gap in data literacy skills amongst senior 
leaders (Knapp et al., 2006; Mandinach, 2012; Mandinach & Grummer, 2013; Mathies, 2018; 
Shen & Cooley, 2008). Therefore, this individual-focused, capacity building solution is focused 
on enhancing leadership engagement with and understanding of available data tools and 
resources. Monaghan (2017) surveyed 220 senior leaders from 15 community colleges to 
determine their views on their institution's data reporting processes and the culture and practice 
related to institutional conversations about data, decision making, and student success. The 
study found significant differences between how decentralized organizations operate in terms of 
data communication and institutional culture when using data to inform decisions. A key 
finding was that  
decentralized organizations, where information is shared, felt as if they had a better 
understanding of how data was used across the institution, and they felt as if their 
organization was putting resources where needed behind the use of data when making 
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decisions. (Monaghan, 2017, p. 61) 
Solution B proposes applying the adapted DDDM framework to focus on senior leadership, in an 
effort to enhance DDDM skills and abilities and ultimately improve organizational performance 
and outcomes.  
The proposed model invites Early Adopters and Early Majority from the senior 
leadership team to participate in a one-on-one workshop series developed and facilitated by the 
IR unit. The workshop series would combine interactive one-on-one training components, 
staying mindful of individual readiness for change and change adoption continuum placement 
(Cawsey et al., 2016; Rogers, 1962). The content would focus on exploration of SMA3 metrics 
including performance targets and corresponding TS content and resources. Among the most 
important would be dashboards with projected organizational performance and an overview of 
the college's projection model, and a corresponding tool with scenario building capacities. 
Additional IR developed, dynamic tools and supporting resources would also be considered for 
inclusion. This highly customizable workshop series is a solid solution to enhancing DDDM 
across the senior leadership. 
Resources 
As discussed in the Organizational Critical Analyses section, senior leadership is 
committed to DDDM. In the context of the identified PoP and this OIP, members of the senior 
leadership from academic, administrative, and relevant service areas can access content and 
resources available via TS. Since the senior leaders have access to the TS site, this solution has 
minimal technological implications. Time constraints and capacity to engage with TS content 
pose the greatest challenge for implementation.  
Human resources and the time commitment required of the IR team would be 
significant. This solution would require a detailed plan, including proposed content for the one-
on-one training sessions, before the solution could be endorsed. Additionally, this writer and the 
IR team would need to facilitate the workshop series. From the perspective of participants 12 
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weeks would be required to complete the series. Despite significant human and time resource 
implications, the IR team has grown and begun developing internal capacity to lead this type of 
work. However, further consideration would need to be given to other logistics, including but 
not limited to scheduling, infrastructure to store and access the workshop series materials, and 
resources to engage subject-matter experts (SMEs) from relevant functional areas.  
Benefits and Consequences 
The most significant benefit of this solution would be its potential impact on the senior 
leadership team. The senior leadership would be proficient with institutional data assets and 
effective DDDM to support direction and vision setting related to future strategic priorities. 
While these benefits would be of significance for proactively readying College X for 
environmental pressures during and after the Covid-19 pandemic and the activation of SMA3, 
the feasibility of this solution being implemented in a manner that would move College X to the 
desired state is uncertain. This OIP anticipates challenges to the implementation of this 
solution, beyond the stakeholder power-over change initiator and facilitator, to be rate of uptake 
and completion within the set time period. Moreover, these challenges have the potential to not 
only jeopardize the proposed change implementation but also to prolong the status quo. 
Solution C: Group-Level Focused Capacity Building Strategy 
Given the organizational context and already stretched resources, reactivating the SEM 
Data Committee would not be advisable at the moment. When it comes to serving as a powerful 
guiding coalition, Kotter (2012) explains that weak committees are not effective in occupying 
this role. Since the committee option is not reasonable given the organizational realities, the 
proposed solution involves the establishment of a guiding coalition, comprised of 
representatives from academic, administrative, and services portfolios. Along with the SEM 
Team and TS users, this coalition would inform enhancements to TS content and resources, 
development and implementation of a Data Fellow program, and other data engagement and 
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training opportunities. These opportunities would build capacity for DDDM within the SEM 
structure, in support of the identified strategic and SMA3 priorities. 
The proposed model would enlist Early Adopters and Early Majority from the SEM 
governance structure, ensuring representative academic, administrative, and relevant services 
membership. The program would take on a cohort model approach. Over the course of 12 weeks, 
the work would involve an intensive examination of TS content and resources available. The 
placement of stakeholders in the program would be based on their readiness for change. 
Approaches to supporting and developing their DDDM skills and abilities would be mindful of 
individual readiness assessment and change continuum placement (Cawsey et al., 2016; Rogers 
1962). The program would combine interactive group and online training components. These 
components would be geared toward building skills and abilities to access data, convert data to 
information, and convert information to knowledge, in the effort to build group capacity for 
effective SEM-related DDDM. Upon completion of the program, stakeholders would not only 
bring their DDDM skills and abilities back to their respective areas but also to their SEM 
committee(s). Similar team-based communities of practice, distributed across organizational 
initiatives, have been successfully initiated at several PSIs in the United States. Therefore, this is 
a sound solution to address the identified PoP. 
Resources 
This solution would have minor resource implications for the stakeholders who would be 
part of the fellow program. Most members of the SEM governance structure from academic, 
administrative, and relevant service areas already have access to the TS site. Therefore, this 
solution would have minimal technological implications. Informing enhancements of TS content 
and resources is expected to require cyclical involvement from TS users and the guiding 
coalition via established two-way communication mechanisms, for example feedback forms and 
one-on-one and group consultations. Time constraints and individual capacity to engage with 
data and partake in the process present greater challenges for implementation. Human 
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resources and time commitment on behalf of the IR team would also be significant. Like the 
individual-focused solution, the group-focused solution would require a detailed plan along with 
proposed program content before the solution could be endorsed. In addition, consultations 
with colleagues, SMEs, the Centre for Teaching and Learning, Organizational Effectiveness, and 
Human Resources would be required to ensure best practices are used to inform a program 
development approach. Ideally, the cohort would complete the pilot program within 12 weeks. 
Similarly, enhancements to TS content and resources would need to be sequenced with the Data 
Fellow pilot program’s development and implementation. Although there are significant human 
and time resource implications, the organizational capacity to deliver this solution is already in 
place.  
Benefits and Consequences 
The model would be beneficial to the SEM governance structure as well as several other 
functional areas at College X. Kezar (2018) argues for the importance of forming groups or 
teams to engage with data in the context of organizational learning. However, she cautions 
about expectations that a group or team alone is enough, highlighting the need for careful 
selection, orientation, and socialization of members. This will encourage an organizational 
environment that develops trust and encourages openness and personal interactions.  Austin 
and Jones (2016) explain the importance of process-based trust through positive interactions 
between stakeholders. Trust, supported by positive relationships and effective communications, 
is shown to enable successful governance within large, complex system and institutional 
networks (Koenig, 2012). Building stronger relationships within the SEM governance structure 
through a DDDM capacity building program could enhance overall experience and outcomes of 
the SEM and related planning processes. 
Preferred Solution: Group-Level Capacity Building Strategy 
Considering feasibility, consequences, benefits, and resources needed for 
implementation of the three previously discussed solutions, this OIP intends to move forward 
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with the group-focused capacity building solution. Given the external pressures and SMA3 
implications, maintaining the status quo is not a viable option. Without enhancing 
organizational data literacy, College X risks entering a period of anticipated change 
underprepared to adequately manage the scope of changes needed to maintain its system 
positionality. While individual-focused capacity building solution has the potential to lead to 
enhancements in DDDM among the senior leadership, it requires considerable human resources 
and time from the IR unit. Given the lack of certainty that this solution would be implemented 
in a timely matter, this solution is not practical. Another reason the senior leadership-focused 
solution is inadequate is the gap it leaves in the capacity of the broader SEM governance 
structure. Therefore, group-focused capacity building solutions are the most appropriate, given 
the organizational context and the nature of change.  
Koenig (2012) notes that analysts can have a significant impact on the value of an 
organization because of their influence on decision-makers. “Positional leaders cannot be 
everywhere to make the required important decisions, nor do they often understand the 
technical work currently being performed by individuals at other levels of the organization and 
with particular technical or functional skills” (Kezar, 2012, p. 731). Empowering Early Adopters 
and Early Majority within the SEM governance structure to play a leadership role is important 
for organizational functioning and success. My research revealed that similar programs have 
been established and successfully implemented at some PSIs in the United States.  
Plan, Do, Check, Act (PDCA) Cycle and Group-Level Capacity Building Strategy  
Frameworks discussed by Langley et al. (2009) offer researched approaches to 
successfully implement organizational change and ultimately bring about desired change. 
Despite appearing simple, reflecting on previous approaches to individual and group change and 
improvement at this writer’s organization, several opportunities for supporting the success of 
this change stand out. Since there is no standardized and broadly communicated framework for 
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improvement at College X, the five principles of improvement identified in the Model for 
Improvement framework like the PDCA cycle will be employed in this OIP.  
Given the uncertainty and complexity of the environment in which College X and its IR 
unit operate, it is of the utmost importance for this OIP to ensure alignment between people and 
processes toward a common purpose. Langley et al. (2009) remind us that organizations are 
made up of departments, people, equipment, facilities, and functions, and suggest that, “if each 
part of a system, considered separately, decides to operate as efficiently as possible, then the 
system as a whole will not operate to maximum effectiveness” (p. 77). The human side of change 
discussion has been particularly insightful in terms of the guidance it offered for integrating 
changes in the social system. For College X, it will be essential to attract people to change 
through building commitment. This will be achieved through involvement in decision-making 
and ensuring understanding of the benefits of change to both the organization and themselves 
(Langley et al., 2009).  In short, frameworks are helpful but integration of changes within the 
social system is critical.  
Effective change implementation requires an understanding of the tools that allow or 
constrain activities at the organizational and practical levels. This OIP will use the PDCA cycle to 
develop, test, implement, and spread improvements that result in progress, to track the process, 
and to constrain challenges. This framework is useful because it can point out when the solution 
is not working as intended. This is essential for change leaders, who must identify adjustments 
that need to be made or determine whether the solution should be terminated.  
Leadership Ethics and Organizational Change 
In the context of leadership, ethics concerns “what leaders do and who leaders are” 
including the nature of their behavior, virtue, choices they make, and how they respond in each 
situation (Northouse, 2018, p. 330). Given that the dominant theoretical paradigm at my 
institution is functionalist, it is not surprising that performance is at the core of this 
organizational change. According to Morgan (1980), the functionalist paradigm assumes that 
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society has a concrete, real existence and a systematic character to create an ordered and 
regulated environment. In the college system, this translates to meeting public goals while 
remaining financially sustainable in an environment that is sensitive to changing government 
policy and priorities. Governance structures and processes need to rapidly respond to change 
while remaining attentive to institutional interests and ensuring that appropriate consultations 
and considerations are conducted (Whitchurch & Gordon, 2013). Therefore, the first ethical 
consideration relates to whose interests are served by the proposed change.   
In discussions about whose interests are being served when new changes are introduced, 
Kezar (2018) claims that “students’ interests should be the ultimate interest served through any 
change initiative because they are the primary beneficiaries and main focus of educational 
institutions” (p. 29). Student-centric change initiatives that also serve the interests of managers 
need to be balanced with the impact on other organizational stakeholders. Kezar (2018) argues 
that “change agents need to be vigilant about identifying ethical situations so they can make 
choices that support the greater good” (p. 23). When discussing what moral educational 
leadership exemplifies, Starratt (2004) suggests that many educational leaders lack preparation 
for the moral challenges with which their schools are confronted. Focusing on the locus of 
responsibilities, Starratt (2004) discusses “virtue ethics” and the variety of stakeholders 
educational leaders are responsible to, including students. Starratt (2004) emphasizes 
responsibility to students as learners, noting that the “primary justification for all educational 
resource allocation should be its contribution to the learning of all students” (p. 53). In line with 
this argument, College X needs to be mindful of learners by ensuring ethical decision-making. 
For building organizational ethical capacity, Kezar (2018) identifies the following five strategies:  
1. stakeholder participation and input,  
2. broad information sharing,  
3. disclosure of direction and vision, trust, and open communication, 
4. acknowledgment of differing values and interests, and 
71 
 
5. co-creation through ongoing dialogue, transformational not charismatic leadership, and 
organizational justice. 
These ethically sound approaches to putting the desired solution into action will be consistent 
with the organization's mission, vision, and values. 
The second ethical consideration relates to conflict that may arise due to competing 
managerial and professional logics. The definition of leadership “as a process whereby an 
individual influences a group of individuals to achieve a common goal” has ethical implications 
for change leaders (Northouse, 2018, p. 346). The leaders need to consider their own 
motivations and those of their followers in order to identify priorities and goals that are aligned. 
Connecting this back to the chosen solution, this OIP needs to be mindful of the College X’s 
sensitivity to institutional logics (Manning, 2018). Lepori (2016) argues that organizations can 
be strategic and selective in their compliance to external pressures. Given the organizational and 
environmental circumstances, College X may prioritize indicators it chooses to focus on or study 
areas it chooses to focus enrollment growth on. In terms of the adaptive leadership approach 
that this OIP would necessitate, conflict that could arise during agent interactions could become 
the major driver behind adaptive leadership, resulting in new managerial strategies to address 
the challenges of this PoP (Lichtenstein et al., 2006). The third ethical consideration concerns 
the role of the IR leader in ensuring ethical data use. IR units and professionals need to be 
especially mindful of ethics in the context of how data is used to support student success and 
organizational effectiveness. In addition to ensuring that data, analysis, and information 
provided for decision-making is “accurate, timely, and relevant, IR leaders have an obligation to 
facilitate the appropriate use of such data, analysis, and information” (Cubarrubia & Le, 2019, p. 
18). This topic is currently receiving considerable attention within the IR community, as the 
need for data grows and strong DDDM commitments are made. Mandinach et al. (2015) discuss 
the significance of data literacy concerning how faculty use student data in practice, while Willis 
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et al. (2016) conduct analyses of different ethical approaches for use and application of student 
data generated through learning analytics tools.  
Using data ethically requires careful consideration of many nuances (Ekowo & Palmer, 
2017). IR professionals need to take on a proactive role when it comes to ethical use of data. 
Cubarrubia and Le (2019) argue that this is because “it is the profession’s moral obligation to do 
so, but also because IR professionals are best equipped to facilitate the effective use of data in 
greater support of student success and institutional effectiveness” (p. 21). Some specific 
strategies for enhancing culture around ethical data use include centralized data collection and 
use, formal articulation of commitments to the ethical use of data, and capacity building related 
to ethical data use by stakeholders in support of student success and organizational 
effectiveness. In their effort to do this work, IR leaders need to be skillful at navigating 
challenges within their organizational culture and context. As stakeholders become more 
confident data-driven decision-makers, ongoing discussions and professional development 
opportunities concerning ethical use of data need to be encouraged. 
Ethical leadership theories tend to focus on perceptions of what ethical leadership looks 
like and how ethical leaders behave (Liu, 2015). When choosing and designing change initiatives 
and strategies, leaders need to be attentive to pertinent ethical considerations, including how 
they are perceived by others within an organization. According to Liu (2015), ethical leadership 
theories assume that “leaders via hierarchical control, rationally enact ethical behaviors, 
objectively enforce reward and discipline, and willfully shape the ethical behaviour of all 
organizational members via a linear causal relationship” (p. 346). A social constructivist lens 
allows for examination of power dynamics involved in the process of sense- making during the 
change process. What the proposed solution and this change leader must keep in mind are 
nuances and complexities behind sense making related to data and data use. “What data are 
noticed, and what they are noticed for, are negotiated in the interactions among the people,” 
explains Spillane (2012, p. 126). It is less about individuals and more about interactions between 
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individuals as they use and make sense of data to inform their decision-making. By ensuring 
that the context for data and its implications is provided in a clear and transparent manner, the 
change leader will assist in the ethical use of data. 
Chapter 2 Conclusion 
In summary, Chapter 2 discussed opportunities for distributed and adaptive leadership 
approaches to engage individual and group stakeholders in problem analysis and in the 
formation of flexible and collaborative approaches to address the identified PoP. These 
approaches will allow for effective proactive, first-order DDDM-focused change. The insights 
generated and opportunities identified using the Congruence Model and the awakening, 
mobilization, and acceleration stages of the Change Path Model were also presented. Three 
proposed solutions were examined and the rationale for selecting group-focused change to 
support effective DDDM was elaborated on. The chapter ended with an examination of the 




Chapter 3: Implementation, Evaluation, and Communication 
Chapter 3 outlines a detailed implementation plan to address the PoP. The plan lays out 
the path of the chosen solution and its two goals. The first goal is development and 
implementation of a group-level capacity building strategy; the second goal is enhancement of 
TS content and resources. This first-order organizational change is expected to support 
enhancement of DDDM by key stakeholders and decision-makers. Cawsey and colleagues’ 
Change Path model, along with components from the Kotter’s eight-stage change process, helps 
guide development, implementation, monitoring and evaluation, and finally communication of 
the organizational change. Chapter 3 begins with a description of the implementation plan and 
timelines associated with the preferred solution. This is followed by an explanation of how 
distributed and adaptive leadership approaches will be used to lead the change initiative. A 
detailed monitoring and evaluation plan, and a communication plan are also provided to 
support implementation of the change over the 18-month period. The chapter concludes with 
anticipated challenges and limitations based on the current strategy, leadership approaches to 
lead the change process, and discussions of opportunities to scale up this change initiative 
across other college functions. 
Change Implementation Plan 
In its Strategic Plan, College X makes strong commitments to supporting an innovative 
and collaborative culture and continuous improvement and planning for financial sustainability. 
The planned change aimed to support effective DDDM fits within this organizational mission 
and vision. The changes to the Ontario college funding-model, intensified by the global 
pandemic, are further reinforcing the need for the planned change. The need for change and 
sense of urgency are further signified by external and internal environmental pressures. The 
focus of this process for planned change is on the following two goals: 
1. to build capacity by providing training, education, and engagement opportunities  
2. to make TS content a trusted and effective mechanism for DDDM   
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These two goals will serve as priorities to address the identified PoP and achieve the desired 
state. It is important to note that Chapter 3 will identify short-term, medium-term, and long-
term goals; however, only the short-term and medium-term goals will be addressed within the 
identified 18-month period discussed in the implementation plan.  
This implementation plan was developed with the aim of enhancing DDDM abilities by 
ensuring that the existing IR managed tools and resources are meeting the evolving needs of 
stakeholders and that stakeholders are empowered to access, engage with, and use these tools 
and resources in their decision-making. If successful, this OIP has the potential to lead to 
positive student, employee, and organizational outcomes. While the work will be executed by the 
Institutional Planning and Analysis’ IR unit, it will involve a collaborative approach to the 
preferred solution, with involvement from the SEM Team, the guiding coalition, and relevant 
stakeholders and resources.  
The guiding coalition membership will seek to include representatives from academic, 
administrative, and services portfolios. From the academic portfolio, it would be ideal to have 
one or two Deans; two Associate Deans; two Associate Directors, Operation; one or two 
consultants from Program Planning, Development and Renewal; and a management 
representative from the Centre for Teaching and Learning. From the administrative and services 
portfolios, it would be ideal to have a Dean, International or management representative from 
the International Office; Director, IPA; Director, Finance; Deputy Registrar; and management 
representative, and one leadership and two or three management representatives from relevant 
areas within the services portfolio. This planned change will involve application of the adapted 
DDDM framework (Mandinach, 2012) as well as the Data Skills Framework (Open Data 
Institute, 2020) and Tableau Blueprint (Tableau, n.d.) to inform the work pertaining to the 
chosen solution and the corresponding two goals. The chosen solution will involve a group-level 
capacity building strategy and pilot, and enhancements to available tools and resources to 
ensure that they continue to meet the stakeholder needs and support community building.  
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Goal 1: Build capacity by providing training, education, and engagement 
opportunities 
This goal aims to build stakeholder capacity by providing training, education, and 
engagement opportunities for the College X TS user – community, starting with Early Adopters 
and Early Majority. The OIP identifies two approaches to achieving this goal. The first is 
development of a capacity building strategy, and the second is implementation of a pilot group 
capacity building program – the Data Fellows program. Building stakeholder capacity for SEM-
related DDDM, in collaboration with relevant campus partners, is integral to achieving financial 
sustainability. The College X IR unit, with input from the guiding coalition, will lead this work. 
The capacity building strategy, which in the long-term aims to support community 
building and organizational data literacy, will be developed with input from TS users and the 
guiding coalition, and in consultation with institutional SMEs. This will be done in the effort to 
improve user ability to engage with and use available TS content and resources. Efforts will also 
be placed on the development of learning plans and training materials for specific groups of 
stakeholders and TS users. In the medium-term, the goal will be to implement a pilot capacity 
building strategy via the Data Fellows program. It is expected that the program will be 
developed and piloted within an 8-month period or during months 2 through 10 of the OIP 
process activation.  
The pilot will enlist Early Adopters and Early Majority within the SEM governance 
structure. This 12-week program will take on a cohort model approach, ensuring representative 
academic and administrative membership. The placement of stakeholders in the program and 
approaches to supporting and developing their DDDM skills will be informed by individual 
readiness assessment and change adoption continuum placement (Cawsey et al., 2016; Rogers 
1962). If proven successful in achieving its intended goals and outcomes, the program will be 
used to evolve the TS community building strategy. In the longer-term, this broader strategy will 
look to engage new cohorts and continue to build advanced capacity of Data Fellows from the 
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first cohort. Data Fellows from the first cohort will act as champions, helping with building 
momentum for change and also with direct and indirect efforts for institutionalization of the 
change. Additional opportunities to engage stakeholders will include lunch n’ learn meetings to 
build new skills, a forum for cross-functional collaboration, and Data Days to celebrate 
successes.  
Additional Support and Resources  
Beyond the human, technological, and time resources identified in Chapter 2, as a leader 
I anticipate that additional human resources and supports will be needed from internal SMEs. 
These resources and supports will aid in professional development and learning program design 
and development. SMEs would include representatives from Human Resources and 
Organizational Effectiveness (HROE) and the Centre for Teaching and Learning (CTL). The two 
SMEs from these departments would be engaged in two-way communication and consultation 
to inform design of the Data Fellows program. These individuals are well positioned to guide 
this work. Their input will be essential to ensure the training program follows the established 
best practices.  
Goal 2: Make TS content a trusted and effective mechanism for DDDM 
This goal aims to establish TS content a trusted and effective mechanism for SEM-
related DDDM. The short-term and medium-term priorities associated with this goal are 
expected to start in month three of the change process and be completed within a 12-month 
period (month 15). Three approaches to achieving short-term and medium-term priorities 
associated with this goal have been identified and informed by the Tableau Blueprint 
methodology for building DDDM capacity.  
First, the College X Data Governance Policy will be relied on to inform development and 
implementation of TS and TC Governance Framework. The aim is to ensure timely access to the 
right data and content by the right stakeholders, and to support their understanding of roles, 
responsibilities and accountabilities related to TS content. TS is an institutional data holding; 
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therefore, formalizing and institutionalizing existing procedures and processes will be important 
as its user base and its significance for institutional decision-making grows. The work will also 
involve enhancements to existing onboarding processes, including redesign of training and 
educational materials, and supporting documentation such as definitions of data and data 
sources. As data stewards the Associate Director, IR and the IR unit hold immediate 
responsibility and accountability for this strategy, while the SEM Team and guiding coalition 
will be consulted and informed. This work is expected to be completed over a 4-month period 
and just in time for the launch of the Data Fellows program pilot.  
Second, stakeholders, including but not limited to the Tableau User Group (TUG) and 
the guiding coalition, will be engaged in two-way communication to ensure that the available TS 
content meets the needs of decision-makers and users. The aim of this strategy is to enhance TS 
content and resources. The tactics will involve 1) a survey of TS users designed to assess their 
needs and satisfaction with the content, as well as perceptions of their DDDM abilities, 2) 
consultation with the SEM Team and guiding coalition, 3) a review of survey findings and 
consultation notes to determine gaps and opportunities for enhancements, and 4) prioritization 
of enhancements and updates to TS content and resources. In consultations with the guiding 
coalition, the IR unit will leverage the input generated to prioritize next steps. The change 
sponsors will be kept informed to make sure the proposed changes align with the broader 
institutional goals and priorities. This strategy will support the mobilization stage of the planned 
change process. This writer anticipates that this work will be carried over side-by-side with TS 
and TC Governance Framework activities, allowing for insights generated from the two-way 
communication to inform work related to the first objective. It is estimated that this work will be 
completed by month 6 of the change process. 
Third, barriers to accessing, engaging with, and using TC and supporting resources will 
be identified and addressed. This strategy is intended to increase the number of users of 
available tools and resources, while reducing ad hoc data and information requests, and 
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ensuring the interface is user-friendly. There will be several tactics involved in pursuing these 
objectives. To assure the interface is user-friendly, the IR unit will leverage insights from the TS 
user survey, baselines of direct and indirect engagement measures, and reviews of best practices. 
This will help address next steps pertaining to enhancements and updates to TC identified to be 
priorities for this change. To reduce ad hoc requests, an inventory of tools and resources and 
types of inquiries they can address will be developed and made available to TS users and other 
stakeholders. To support access, engagement, and use of TS content, how-to resources will 
include updated step-by-step guides, fact sheets, and training modules to help with 1) logging in 
and navigating TS institutional site, 2) interacting with content and features, and 3) 
understanding available content and data. To consolidate these resources and enable two-way 
communication, a centralized location for all-things TS and TC will be created in the form of an 
intranet.  
According to Bootazzo (2005), an intranet is an indispensable tool for supporting 
organizational change efforts. It functions as a repository and a tool for enabling two-way 
communication. With input from the guiding coalition, the IR unit will aim to address the 
identified priorities for TC and supporting resources enhancements and updates. The SEM 
Team and guiding coalition will be kept informed about progress. This strategy will further 
support the mobilization stage of the change process and aid in the acceleration stage. It is 
anticipated that this work will be completed during the month 16.  
Additional Support and Resources 
In addition to the human, technological, and time resources and supports discussed in 
Chapter 2, this OIP and leader expect to need a time commitment from the guiding coalition to 
actively engage in all three stages of this change implementation process. The membership is 
expected to include several senior leaders, whose participation and guidance will be 
instrumental for establishing buy-in, maintaining momentum, and guiding and approving 
refinement of the change process as needed. This is expected to be particularly important when 
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it comes to supporting TS content and resources in becoming a trusted and effective mechanism 
for SEM-related DDDM. The reason for this is that the guiding coalition will need to be well-
versed and up to date on the progress made to effectively endorse this work throughout all three 
stages of the change implementation process. The Associate Director, IR, as a change facilitator 
and implementer, will need to establish a rapport with senior members of the guiding coalition 
to prevent any risks to change implementation that may be caused by time constraints. 
The Implementation Plan Steps 
The purpose of this section is to outline the steps in the proposed change 
implementation process, which are aligned with the leading change framework chosen for this 
OIP. The section relies on the Change Path Model to frame the approach responsive to 
organizational and stakeholder readiness for implementing the preferred solution goals and 
activities.  
Awakening  
In the first step of the process, awakening, the need for change will be articulated. I will 
look to gain endorsement from the SEM Team first, followed by the Enrollment Planning Group. 
These stakeholders possess positional power and authority to set the direction with respect to 
enrollment planning and related SMA3 goals and priorities. What is more, they will be 
endorsing the vision for change. In this step, strategies for readying the organization for change 
will also be considered. This will start with the readiness assessment of individuals within the 
key stakeholder groups intended to be included in the organizational change. Assessing 
stakeholder readiness to act will provide insights into how to prioritize stakeholder groups and 
adapt leadership styles and approaches to implementing change. The previous change 
experience and openness to change dimension discussed in Chapter 2 (pg. 31) will be relied on 
to help ready stakeholders for the change process. Taking the time to ready stakeholders is 
expected to better position the planned change initiative for successful implementation. The 
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awakening stage is expected to last 2-months. This stage will seek to involve the guiding 
coalition and broader individual and group stakeholders impacted by the change. 
Mobilization 
Mobilization, the second step of the change process, includes the important work of 
making sense of the change. Here, I will look to gather input from individual and group 
stakeholders on what our group-capacity building solution needs to look like in order to meet 
the needs and address gaps identified through organizational and stakeholder analyses. In 
addition, this will also serve as an opportunity to consult on enhancements to the existing TC 
and supporting resources. To do this, I will leverage the existing SEM governance structure to 
generate input via surveys and consultations and seek commitment to move ahead with the 
planned change. Given that the planned change will be coming from Institutional Planning and 
Analysis, with endorsement from the SEM Team, it is expected to generate the desired levels of 
participation and engagement from the Early Adopters and Early Majority.  
As noted in the organizational analysis in Chapter 2 (pg. 56), there is often a gap between 
what change leaders know and what others in the organization know. Therefore, this stage will 
be concerned with mobilizing efforts for the change initiative, including participation and 
involvement in capacity building training. Information will also be provided regarding ongoing 
enhancements of TS content, which will continue to meet the needs of stakeholders and their 
responses to external pressures and internal priorities. This work will continue during the 
acceleration stage. 
Acceleration 
In the third step of the change process implementation, acceleration, the focus will be on 
planning and implementation for moving from the current to the desired state. Insights 
generated from the first and second stages will be used to refine the path forward. To support 
this work, the insights gathered through diagnosis and analysis of needed changes during the 
critical organizational analyses, using the Congruence Model (Nadler & Tushman, 1980), will be 
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used to adjust change implementation processes and activities. More specifically, acceleration 
efforts will rely on monitoring and evaluation activities embedded throughout the change 
process. These are discussed in the Monitoring and Evaluation section of this chapter and will 
ensure ongoing compatibility between elements and alignment with the change strategy. Table 1 
depicts the timelines associated with the short-term and medium-term objectives of the chosen 
solution and its two goals. 
Table 1  
Timelines for the Implementation of Two Main Priorities Using the Change Path Model  
Preferred Solution Goals 
 
 
The Change Path Model Stages and Duration 
Awakening Mobilization Acceleration 
Develop and Implement Capacity 
Building Strategy – pilot Data Fellows 
program 
0 – 2 months 3 – 5 months 6 – 10 months 
Enhance TS content and advance the 
existing model 
0 – 2 months 3 – 10 months 11 – 18 months 
 
Note. For more detailed breakdown of the implementation process, please refer to Appendix C.   
Managing the Transition from the Current to the Desired State  
Transition from the current to the desired state is the core purpose of this OIP. This 
section will be instrumental in the successful implementation of the preferred solution. This OIP 
identifies two core transition components and explores potential implementation issues before 
acknowledging the limitations and challenges of the preferred solution.   
Understanding Stakeholder Reactions to Change 
During the change implementation process, change agents need to be attuned to the 
reactions of the stakeholders involved. The importance of stability as a foundation for growth 
must be recognized by change agents. Westover (2010) argues that “respect for structural 
mechanisms and roles that promote stability must be maintained, even while one is trying to 
alter radically the existing system” (p. 47). Therefore, this change process will aim to maintain 
existing stability, while introducing change aimed to enable effective DDDM. For example, Early 
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Adopters and Early Majority will be engaged in a pilot capacity building program using the 
available TS content and resources, rather than being sequenced with their enhancements and 
updates. Their reactions to the program will be monitored by tracking attendance, monitoring 
engagement, conducting observations, and gathering feedback about their experiences with 
change and the content of the change.  
Understanding stakeholder reactions to the collaborative efforts to make TS content a 
trusted and effective mechanism for DDDM will require a multi-pronged approach. For 
example, baselines related to direct and indirect engagement with TS content and resources, and 
a survey of TS users will be used to establish a starting point for understanding the current 
situation. Stakeholder engagement with the change and TS content and resources will lend 
insight into how well the change is accepted and how enhancements are resonating with 
individual and group stakeholders. In the final month of the change process, a survey of 
stakeholders will be conducted to hear about their perceptions of the change process and 
outcomes, and to assess readiness for the institutionalization of this change.  
Selecting Personnel to Engage and Empower Others 
Given the current HE environment, including complexity of decisions and the pace at 
which they need to be made, a new decision-making process needs to be guided by a powerful 
coalition that can act as a team (Kotter, 2012). As Kotter (2012) explains, “only teams with the 
right composition and sufficient trust among members can be highly effective under these new 
circumstances'' (p. 55). Guiding coalitions, composed of powerful individuals who are informed 
and committed to change, operate as effective teams that can process more information and 
implement innovative approaches more quickly. Kotter (1996, 2012) argues that position power, 
expertise, credibility, and leadership are essential for establishing effective guiding coalitions. 
The guiding coalition will need to strike a balance of leaders and managers for the 
change to be implemented successfully. If leadership representation is insufficient, the approach 
to change process could become more about controlling change recipients than empowering 
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them. With support from a functionally and hierarchically diverse guiding coalition, the leader 
of this planned change anticipates messaging and buy in for the change to proceed as intended 
and the implementation process to be successful. Therefore, for this OIP to be implemented 
effectively, a mix of functional and hierarchical leaders and managers from academic, 
administrative, and services portfolios is important. 
Recognizing the composition of the guiding coalition, this group will be instrumental for 
the success of the change initiative, in addition to the SEM Team. In the awakening stage of the 
change implementation process, the guiding coalition will support buy in and unified messaging 
about the need for change. During the mobilization stage, this group will be essential for 
communicating the change vision and desired state. And finally, during the acceleration stage, 
this group will support the implementation process by acknowledging and celebrating short-
term wins and helping refine the change efforts, to ensure they continue to meet College X needs 
and priorities. The role of the guiding coalition will be critical to successful implementation of 
the change process; however, much of the work will be carried out by the IR unit with support 
from SMEs from relevant administrative and service areas. 
Potential Implementation Issues  
This OIP anticipates two potential implementation issues. These are stakeholder 
involvement and implementation of the change within the set period. 
Stakeholder Involvement. The degree to which employees embrace participation, 
according to Benson et al. (2013), is directly linked to the complexities of implementing 
employee involvement management practices. Moreover, the authors argue that the success of 
employee involvement practices “depends a great deal on how they are implemented and how 
the change process is implemented” (p. 238). This will be essential to both the pilot group 
capacity building solution and the enhancement of the TS content and resources available to 
support SEM-related DDDM. A sense of urgency underpinning the need for change will be 
critical to ensure stakeholder involvement. 
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Time. Even if the stakeholder buy-in is strong, the time needed from a range of 
stakeholders to implement this change is another potential implementation issue. This OIP 
assumes that SMEs needed to be engaged in the development and implementation of the Data 
Fellows pilot program will be able to dedicate needed time for consultations during the 
identified periods. Early and transparent communications will be critical to ensure the set 
timelines are met or adjusted within an acceptable timeframe without jeopardizing the pilot 
implementation. The 12-week timeframe required of the program participants could also prove 
challenging for some stakeholders. The Associate Director, IR and the guiding coalition will be 
mindful of competing operational and strategic priorities when scheduling program activities.  
When it comes to supporting TS content and resources in becoming a trusted and 
effective mechanism for DDDM, potential implementation issues are expected to relate to the 
capacity of the IR unit to deliver intended outputs within the scheduled timeframe. Two-way 
communication to inform refinement of the implementation process will be critical. This 
potential issue is anticipated due to overlap with the deadline for the final SMA3 adjustments to 
the metrics weightings. Therefore, this OIP anticipates additional related operational priorities 
that could coincide with this change and interfere with the timelines identified. This can be 
addressed by reprioritizing the changes that need to take place and/or resequencing some of the 
work pertaining to this change. 
Acknowledging Limitations and Challenges 
Anticipated limitations and challenges pertaining to human resources and time have 
already been addressed in the potential implementation issues section; however, the scope of 
change and changing priorities are expected to pose additional challenges. As with many 
organizational changes, scope creep could prove to be a challenge for this OIP. To help mitigate 
associated risks, this organizational change will start with the end in mind. A TS and TC 
Governance Framework will be developed and implemented before the launch of the Data 
Fellows pilot program and prior to stakeholder engagement in providing input for 
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enhancements to TS content and resources.  This will help prevent inadequate engagement with 
and use of tools and resources as the organization readies itself for greater stakeholder 
engagement.  
The Covid-19 pandemic also creates a great deal of uncertainty around this 
organizational change. While the activation of the SMA3 performance metrics has been 
postponed to 2022-23, making room for this change to be implemented, the economic impact of 
the  pandemic and the need to diversify revenue streams are of concern to the College X 
leadership. This has the potential to alter the timeline for the proposed change. 
Change Process Monitoring and Evaluation 
The aim of this first-order change is to support DDDM in focusing on first order skill set 
development (Bartunek & Moch, 1987). Now more than ever, PSIs need to engage in thoughtful 
cross-functional conversations to navigate through the new realities imposed by environmental 
pressures to change. The IR maintained SEM-related TS content and resources were developed 
nearly four years ago, when College X’s internal and external environments looked considerably 
different. While ad hoc enhancements and refinements were made over time to address gaps, the 
broad questions these tools were aimed to address have remained unchanged. Therefore, the 
chosen solution seeks to engage a broad, cross-functional group of stakeholders in needs 
assessment related to select TS content and resources, followed by consultations with the members 
of the guiding coalition. This would be done in an effort to enhance these tools and resources by 
repositioning them to be proactive to the emerging data and information demands, recognizing 
current internal and external pressures. Enhancement of the TS content and resources would be 
followed by the adoption of a group-level capacity building strategy, aimed at supporting effective 
DDDM. To ensure uptake by the key stakeholders for whom this change initiative is intended, the 
strategy will need to fit into College X’s institutional culture and dominant archetypes (Kezar, 
2018). Though this writer, as change leader, may not have the positional power to mandate change, 
as an Associate Director, IR I do have the knowledge power to influence, implement, and facilitate 
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the proposed change initiative. This can be done by recommending and gaining endorsement for 
the preferred solution, implementing change initiatives across and within key stakeholder groups, 
and building capacity for effective and sustainable DDDM.  
This section of the OIP focuses on framing the monitoring and evaluation practices 
involved in the change process. Monitoring and evaluation are interlinked but are 
fundamentally distinct activities. While the focus of monitoring is on tracking implementation 
and progress, including activities and processes, outputs produced, and initial outcomes 
achieved, the focus of evaluation is on formulating conclusions and recommendations for the 
future, based on performance (Moen & Norman, 2009). For this reason, the OIP distinguishes 
between monitoring and evaluation practices and the activities employed for each.  
Monitoring Plan 
The Monitoring Plan will be developed for internal use to inform ongoing monitoring 
processes (Markiewicz & Patrick, 2016). In the context of this OIP, those would be activities and 
outputs, short-term outcomes, reactions and engagement of stakeholders, and any 
implementation issues experienced along the way. For the redesign and redeployment of the TS 
content and resources, data and information collected will include measures of direct and 
indirect engagement with the TS site and content, needs assessments, surveys, and feedback 
from stakeholders. For the group-capacity building solution development and implementation, 
data and information collected will include an environmental scan, observations, workshop 
assessments, and feedback from participants and stakeholders. This information will then be 
analyzed and synthesized into reports by the IR team and Associate Director IR, with input from 
the SEM Team and guiding coalition. These periodic reports are intended to provide the change 
initiative sponsors and guiding coalition with updates on implementation plan progress.  
Evaluation Plan 
The Evaluation Plan will be developed to inform periodic evaluation processes 
(Markiewicz & Patrick, 2016). These evaluation processes will involve the use of the results of 
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monitoring, in combination with other forms of data and information. The goal will be to derive 
evaluative conclusions about how appropriate, effective, efficient, impactful, and sustainable the 
change is (Markiewicz & Patrick, 2016). In the long-term, the impact of participation in the Data 
Fellows program and engagement with the redesigned tools and resources on enhancing DDDM 
and SMA3 performance metrics will also be examined. A recent publication by Beerkens (2018) 
exploring the impact of monitoring quality assurance mechanisms on performance metrics 
found encouraging positive effects. Despite these findings, Beerkens (2018) wonders if positive 
effects may be stronger in earlier years as they initiate ‘quality culture’ through discussions that 
were not had in the past. Such discussions can be expected to subside in later years. Thus, it 
would be of value for this OIP to seek to understand longer-term impacts of this change 
initiative. 
Monitoring and Evaluation of Change Implementation Using the PDCA Cycle  
The Implementation Plan will apply the PDCA cycle to monitor and evaluate the 
proposed organizational change. The PDCA cycle is a method for continuous improvement that 
emerged from Dr. Edwards Deming’s modifications to the Shewart Cycle (Shewhart, 1939) at a 
lecture in Japan in 1950 (Kolesar, 1994; Moen & Norman, 2009, 2010). The Deming Wheel then 
evolved to become the PDCA cycle through the work of several Japanese scholars in 1951 (Imai, 
1986; Kolesar, 1994; Moen & Norman, 2009, 2010). The PDCA cycle advanced via application 
across a range of contexts, and it became recognized as one of the most broadly applied quality 
improvement methodologies (Moen & Norman, 2009, 2010; Sokovic et al., 2010). As explained 
by Moen and Norman (2010), the PDCA cycle involves the following four-step process, also 
highlighted in Figure 5: 
1. Plan: define a problem, determine goals and targets, formulate methods, and 
hypothesize plausible causes and solutions 
2. Do: implement a solution and training / education 
3. Check: monitor and evaluate the result 
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4. Act:  return to the plan step if the results are unsatisfactory or standardize the 




Note: Adapted from Moen and Norman (2009, 2010) 
Initiating, influencing, and facilitating change, aimed at putting in place structures and 
resources, then empowering and mobilizing stakeholders to access, engage with, and use those 
resources toward effective use of data in decision-making, is the main priority for this solution. 
To address the PoP, a distributed leadership approach will enable the leader to leverage existing 
governance structures and processes to gain endorsement for the change, while also 
empowering stakeholders to engage with the change process. On the other hand, an adaptive 
leadership approach will be relied on to help this writer as a leader establish an empowering 
platform to implement and facilitate change, while being mindful of organizational and 
stakeholder readiness. Actively involving change recipients in the diagnostic process can support 
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The PDCA cycle will play a vital role in the monitoring and evaluation efforts concerning 
goals, strategies, objectives, and tactics associated with the preferred solution and the 
corresponding implementation plan. The PDCA cycle, according to Moen and Norman (2009), 
is useful for designing, testing, implementing, and spreading improvements. Similarly, the 
PDCA cycle could be useful as a framework for a strategic management and learning process 
(Pietrzak & Paliszkiewicz, 2015). Embedded in the identified goals associated with the preferred 
solution, the PDCA cycle will allow the change agent to engage stakeholders throughout the 18-
month long organizational change process, in an effort to ensure continuous improvement and 
achievement of the desired state. 
Plan 
The planning stage starts with understanding the change needing to take place, along 
with its expected outputs and outcomes and proposed methods for monitoring and evaluation. 
The implementation plan aims to empower stakeholders and give them more significance 
through participation and teaming. Cawsey et al. (2016) outline five methods for raising 
awareness of the need for change. They include taking time to define common goals 
and priorities, devising strategies for achieving them, and using data and information to raise 
awareness of the need for change. With the involvement of change participants in the 
organizational change processes, the likelihood of change being sustainable is increased 
(Armenakis & Harris, 2009).  Planning will therefore be very important for the guiding 
coalition, to build the sense of urgency and for formulating and endorsing the vision for change. 
What is more, engaging key stakeholders in the planning process of the redesign of TS content 
and resources will be essential to successfully implementing this change initiative. 
Do 
The doing stage entails putting the solution into action, and also providing adequate 
training and education. According to Armenakis and Harris (2009), allowing organisational 
participants to engage in communicating discrepancies, increased their understanding of 
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discrepancies, and made it more likely that necessary improvements were chosen. It was noted 
in Chapter 2 that SEM governance structure would play an integral part in supporting the 
implementation of this change initiative. This approach will require the members of the guiding 
coalition to understand their roles in endorsing the vision and direction through the awakening 
and mobilization stages, as well as their roles in monitoring the change initiative. While the 
College X IR unit will take on a large share of the work and responsibility for this change, its 
success will depend on the engagement of stakeholders and decision-makers within the SEM-
governance structure, TUG, and colleagues in HROE and CTL. Westover (2010) claims that “a 
critical variable of organizational success is a leader’s ability to stabilize and maintain the setting 
after the initially enthusiastic phase of new creation has subsided” (p. 47). Therefore, this OIP 
and, more specifically, the implementation plan need to be sensitive to both engagement and 
alignment between people and processes throughout the transformation process and toward the 
achievement of the desired state.  
Check 
The checking stage focuses on monitoring and evaluating activities, outputs, and 
outcomes. This stage of the process is of utmost importance for success of this OIP. Reflecting 
on the Organizational State Analyses from Chapter 2 and insights generated from the 
application of Nadler and Tushman’s Organizational Congruence Model (1980), used to assess 
College X’s readiness for change, the role of regular monitoring through ongoing data collection 
throughout the change process will be critical. The higher the compatibility among work, 
structure, culture, and people, and the more aligned they are with external factors and 
organizational strategy, the better the performance (Cawsey et al., 20016). Organizations, note 
Langley et al. (2009), are made up of departments, people, equipment, facilities, and functions. 
If each component tries to run as effectively as possible on its own, the whole system will not be 
as effective as it could be. In the context of this change initiative, it will be integral to attract 
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stakeholders and decision makers to change by building a commitment via involvement in 
decision-making and understanding of the benefits of change to themselves and organization.  
A range of tools and mechanisms will be embedded and closely monitored throughout 
the awakening, mobilization, and acceleration stages of the Change Path process and the 
corresponding activities. According to Cawsey et al. (2016), the risk of several interventions 
unwittingly misleading change leaders about what is required for a good change is much lower 
than if they depend on a single indicator. To maintain a watchful eye on the proposed change 
initiative, direct and indirect engagement logs, surveys, discussion forums and interviews will be 
used across the tools and resources change process.  Similarly, development and 
implementation of the group-level capacity building solution will involve a comprehensive 
literature review, a best practices scan, and subject-matter expertise and feedback from 
colleagues in HROE and CTL. All of these will be of importance, not only for planning but also 
for implementation aspects of the change initiative.  
Act 
The acting stage aims to inform refinement of the implementation efforts and decisions 
on whether to continue with the change, given the results. A balanced scorecard, with short-
term and medium-term goals, objectives, and indicators focused on the two change 
implementation plan priorities will be used to track the change process outputs and outcomes. 
Regular monitoring efforts will allow for successes and issues related to alignments of various 
aspects of the implementation plan to be identified through ongoing tracking, feedback, and 
reflection. Doing this will help keep the momentum going through celebrations of achievement 
of short-term successes (small wins) as well as refinement of the implementation plan and 
change processes. When this is done well, leaders can set up their change initiative for success 
and, rather than resisting, change recipients will view it as an opportunity.  
The final stage will involve two phases that recognize the potential effects of this 
organizational change on the College X enrollment and SMA3 priorities and performance 
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targets. Phase one will involve assessment, monitoring, and evaluation of the implementation 
and adoption of the proposed changes by Early Adopters and Early Majority, within the 
identified 18-month period. In this phase, we can expect to see an increase in utilization of 
available tools and resources, better preparedness for annual enrollment planning meetings, and 
enhanced ability for DDDM among early change adopters and early majority. Phase two will be 
discussed in more detail in the Next Steps and Future Considerations section.  
Plan to Communicate the Need for Change and Change Process  
The primary goals of the communication plan are to communicate key messages to 
stakeholders and to help this writer as a key change influencer successfully implement this 
change initiative. This will be part of the effort to gain support for piloting a group-level capacity 
building Data Fellows program that, along with an enhancement of TS content and resources, 
aims to support effective DDDM at College X within the SEM governance structure. The change 
initiative is closely aligned with College X strategic priorities regarding it becoming a 21st 
century institution. Recognizing the hierarchical and functional diversity of stakeholders 
involved in this change process, communications will need to be tailored but consistent 
throughout the change process (Klein, 1996). As Klein (1996) explains, a well-planned 
communication process is key for successful implementation of the change process. To achieve 
this goal, this OIP relies on the adapted Conceptual Model of Communication during 
Organizational Change (Elving, 2005), informed by the works of Klein (1996) and Heide (2008, 
2018). This conceptual model will serve as both a tool and a process for managing 
communications related to the organizational change. The following section outlines how 
communication efforts will be distributed across the change process and stakeholders to help 
enhance change readiness and successfully implement the change process. 
Conceptual Model of Communication during Organizational Change 
Numerous scholars speak to the role of communication in organizational change 
processes and, more specifically, its role in successful change implementation. Putnam and 
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Pacanowsky (1983) identifies three perspectives on organizational communication: functional, 
interpretative, and critical. Given the functionalist nature of College X and its reliance on 
organizational structures and systems to disseminate messages, the perspective most relevant to 
this OIP is the functionalist perspective. It assumes that the content and meaning of messages is 
in the message, so it places emphasis on distributing communication messaging across 
functionally and hierarchically diverse stakeholder groups and individuals. During this 
organizational change process, communication will be a key tool for informing, generating 
understanding, and influencing attitude and behavior change (Heide, 2008).  According to 
Beatty (2015), the “why”, “what”, and “how” of the change need to be clear for communication 
efforts to be effective. Successful leaders set and communicate direction, while also having 
vision and creating a positive organizational climate (Bryman, 2007). 
The Conceptual Communication Model developed by Elving (2005), was identified as 
appropriate for the organizational context and the approach for implementation of this change. 
The Elving model has two goals: 1) to prevent resistance to change and 2) to reduce uncertainty 
through communication. The model stipulates that information about the change, feelings of 
community, and uncertainty all impact readiness for change (Elving, 2005). Specifically, Elving 
(2005) argues that uncertainty is reduced by communicating to inform stakeholders and by 
communicating to create community and ensure buy-in. Together, these communication efforts 
positively affect organizational and stakeholder readiness for change by building trust and 
community around the change and successful change implementation. Figure 6 depicts Elving’s 







Figure 6  











Note: Adapted from Elving (2005) 
During the change implementation process, communication efforts should be frequent and 
delivered by credible sources through various communication platforms and channels. With 
support from the change sponsors and the guiding coalition, I will employ face-to-face and 
electronic means to: 1) share a vision for change, 2) tell a story that will help stakeholders 
envision the move from the current to the desired state, 3) ensure stakeholders see themselves 
as leading this change aimed to positively impact College X, and 4) help pave the path for others 
by celebrating successes. 
Awakening: Communicating to Inform, Build Urgency and Generate Buy-in  
Given my positionality and that of the stakeholders engaged in the implementation of 
this change, formalized, ongoing, top-down communications will be important in the awakening 
and mobilization stages of the change process. With endorsement from the change sponsors and 
reinforcement from the guiding coalition, the need for change and the desired organizational 
state will be communicated through the SEM governance structure. The Associate Director, IR, 
in partnership with the change sponsors, will lead presentations. Leadership power that the 
change sponsors possess will be relied on for a top-down approach to communicate the sense of 
urgency and gain further buy-in for the need for change. These presentations will aim to 
increase understanding and implications of the corridor-funding mechanism and SMA3 
Communicating to inform 
Communicating to reduce 
uncertainty 
Communicating to create 









performance-based funding and targets across the SEM governance structure. The main 
objectives of these communications concern challenging the status quo, demonstrating the need 
for change, gaining buy-in, and readying the organization and stakeholders for change. 
Recognizing the functional diversity of the SEM structure, the messages will be tailored to the 
needs and interests of members of each of the committees. Following the face-to-face 
presentations, email communications from the change sponsors will be sent as a follow-up to 
restate key messages. Recognizing the hierarchical culture of College X, we will attempt to gain 
endorsement from positional leaders and leverage existing governance structures to build a 
sense of urgency and demonstrate the need for change. 
Mobilization: Communicating to Ready, Inform, and Build Momentum for Change  
Until now, communication efforts focused mostly on the stakeholders who need to 
endorse the change, and those who need to implement the change. The primary goal was 
informing stakeholders about the change rationale and urgency. During the mobilization stage, 
stakeholders implementing the change will be readied and empowered, while the guiding 
coalition will be informed regarding progress. Klein (1996) argues that during this stage, dealing 
with uncertainty, focusing on specifics, and reporting on progress through the established 
organizational structures and hierarchies are key for successful change implementation. With 
this mind, Figure 7 depicts an application of Beatty’s (2015) stakeholder mapping technique 
based on degree of influence and impact on change. Such mapping is intended to help inform 
communication efforts during the mobilization stage.  
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Figure 7  
Stakeholder Mapping by Degree of Influence and Impact  
 
 
Note: Adapted from Beatty (2015) 
 
Elving (2005) claims that the relationship between communication and the creation of 
readiness for change is a prerequisite for effective change. Here, it will be critically important for 
change-related communication to facilitate understanding, participation, and engagement 
among stakeholders with a high degree of influence and impact. Therefore, the efforts will focus 
on stakeholders impacted by and impacting the change, including the early adopters and the 
early majority, as well as the IR unit. The IR unit will play an integral role in this stage of the 
change process. During the mobilization stage, it will be important for me as a leader to ready 
these two groups of stakeholders for change and enable timely and transparent two-way 
communication. I will need to ensure constant and consistent alignment of communications 
with the vision and direction for the planned change. To successfully support the planned 
change, these two groups will need to 1) have a shared understanding of the vision and direction 





































Most organizational change initiatives fail due to lack of understanding of vision and 
direction (Kotter, 2008). In addition, resistance to change often originates from differing 
assessments of the need for change (Cawsey et al., 2016). To prevent this happening, face-to-
face and electronic announcements and updates related to progress will be endorsed and 
reinforced by the guiding coalition members. These communications will target TS users, the 
SEM governance structure, and stakeholders involved in and impacted by change 
implementation. To ensure the effectiveness of these communications, redundancy of messaging 
and the use of varying mediums will be leveraged to ready, inform and build momentum for 
change.  
Acceleration: Communicating to Track, Celebrate, and Sustain Momentum for 
Change 
During the acceleration stage of the change implementation process, the focus will be on 
tracking the implementation of the Data Fellows pilot program and progress toward making TS 
content a trusted and effective mechanism for DDDM. In this stage, refinements to either the 
change itself or the implementation process, informed by insights from monitoring and 
evaluation efforts, will be communicated to the relevant stakeholders. The Associate Director, IR 
and the guiding coalition will be responsible for communicating these course adjustments 
through whatever communication mediums are deemed appropriate. This stage will also involve 
acknowledgement and celebration of short-term wins related to the Data Fellows pilot program. 
The pilot cohort graduates will receive formal recognition for completing the program and 
aiding in effective organizational DDDM efforts. This recognition will include a letter from and 
signed by the change sponsors. In addition, opportunities to celebrate accomplishments related 
to TS content enhancements will be included in this stage. Examples could include invitations to 
profile the work to-date and discuss next steps at a College X community town hall meeting. 
Finding opportunities to celebrate stakeholders involved in the change process and their 
accomplishments to date will aid in sustaining momentum for the planned change.  
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The institutionalization stage of the chosen solution will be discussed in the Next Steps 
and Future Considerations section. The focus of future efforts will be on strategies to 
institutionalize change and build an effective DDDM culture at College X, while future-proofing 
the IR unit so that it can play a key role in this work. 
Chapter 3 Conclusion 
In summary, Chapter 3 outlined and described an implementation plan for the proposed 
group-level capacity building strategy and enhancement of the TS content and resources.  The 
Change Path Model (Cawsey et al., 2016) was applied for the implementation of the preferred 
solution before the components and corresponding limitations to the transition from the current 
to the desired organizational state were discussed. The insights generated were kept front of 
mind in development of the change process monitoring and evaluation plans, practices, and 
activities using the PDCA Cycle (Moen & Norman, 2009, 2010). The chapter concluded with a 
plan to communicate the need for change and the change process using the Change Path Model 
(Cawsey et al., 2016), overlaid with select steps from the eight stage Change Model (Kotter 
1996), and the Conceptual Model of Communication (Elving, 2005).   
Next Steps and Future Considerations 
The following section outlines next steps and future considerations beyond the scope and 
the 18-month timeframe of this OIP. Three areas are considered. First is the institutionalization 
of the chosen solution within the SEM structure and processes. The next steps related to 
institutionalization would encompass phase two of the Act stage of the PDCA Cycle, as indicated 
in the Monitoring and Evaluation section. In this stage, we would expect to see participation in 
the Data Fellows program institutionalized across the SEM structure, including Late Adopters 
and Laggards. An increase in direct and non-direct engagement with TS institutional site 
content and supporting resources would also be expected. Therefore, next steps involve 1) focus 
on the adoption of change by Late Adopters and Laggards and 2) assessment and evaluation of 
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the change, as related to the achievement of the identified enrollment and SMA3 priorities and 
targets.  
In support of the institutionalization of the chosen solution, the focus of future 
communication would be on strategies to continue to build an effective DDDM culture within 
the SEM structural context. These strategies could include evolution of Tableau intranet 
functionalities and the TS model. TS and TC intranet could expand to include calendars of 
training, education and engagement events, two-way communication forums for enhancements 
of TC, and a newsfeed highlighting the work of Data Fellows and celebrating TS user 
engagement outcomes. Additional engagement opportunities for stakeholders would also be 
considered including lunch n’ learn meetings to build new skills, a forum for cross-functional 
collaboration, and Data Days to celebrate successes. 
The second area is consideration for a college-wide data analytics strategy. A decline in 
public support for PSIs has led HE leaders to consider other sources, including but not limited 
to tuition increases, private sector funding, and donations (Busch, 2017). This trend is observed 
in the College X context as well. The Ontario government has implemented a freeze on post-
secondary tuition fees and the enrollment corridor mechanism, which constricts revenue 
generation through post-secondary enrollment growth. This has led College X to diversify its 
sources of revenue by looking to markets where the government has no control, such as non-
post-secondary programming and corporate training. In addition, College X has faced new 
challenges because it lacked infrastructure and data in this context. In the past year, College X 
has invested resources in building information technology infrastructure to support non-post-
secondary and corporate activity. This will result in the generation of new data sources and 
identification of future data needs. While challenging, this could provide opportunities for the 
IR unit. Informing strategy around these activities will require reliance on these and additional 
data sources, as well as collaboration between information technology and the institutional 
research and analytics communities. 
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The need to inform strategy and enrollment management in this new context supports 
the case for a college-wide analytics strategy, organized by strategic planning and supported by 
institutional research functions. Strategic analytics is a relatively new concept in HE, with a 
limited number of PSIs having access to a group of experts who are tasked with using data from 
multiple sources to support organizational strategy development and implementation (Marsh & 
Thairani, 2020). Recognizing that these functions reside with IPA, this presents the department 
with an opportunity to play a lead role in guiding development and implementation of the 
College X data analytics strategy. This OIP could demonstrate the ability of IPA to deliver on this 
type of work in a highly structured, yet collaborative manner aligned with organizational 
priorities. 
The evolution of data analytics beyond the post-secondary context has implications for 
TS content. Providing insights into non-post-secondary enrollment and corporate training 
activities, and enabling DDDM in this context, would require development of new TS content 
and supporting resources. In addition, this would have implications for capacity building 
strategies and activities for a broader group of stakeholders. This OIP could therefore serve as a 
blueprint for how to inform, develop, and implement the College X data analytics strategy.  
The third area concerns readying the IR unit for the evolving needs of College X. The 
core functions and roles of IR units include 1) identifying information needs, 2) collecting, 
analyzing, interpreting, and reporting data and information, 3) planning and evaluating, and 4) 
serving as stewards of data and information (Association for Institutional Research, 2017). 
These mirror the scope of College X IR unit work. However, the IR unit will need to extend its 
capabilities to support strategic analytics. This could involve work related to competitive 
intelligence, market research, program review, assessment and evaluation of organizational 
performance, and integrative analytics that combine data from multiple sources and functional 
areas within the institution (Marsh & Thariani, 2020). As the Associate Director, IR, I will need 
to consider ways to equip the unit with skills and abilities to support College X in becoming a 
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Tier 3 organization. According to Marsh and Thariani (2020), Tier 3 organizations demonstrate 
advanced use of strategic analytics by employing their data capability as a competitive strategy 
driver. Moreover, these are growth-oriented learning organizations that aim to become more 
agile through 1) leveraging the knowledge and experience provided by their data analytics 
capabilities and 2) their use in critical decision-making situations and tracking of outcomes of 
strategic and operational decisions. Thus, I will assume role of impatient advocate in pursuit of 
opportunities (Johnson & Simon, 2018), such as those identified above, that future-proof the 
role of the IR unit within College X’s current and future governance structures and processes. 
Conclusion 
The chosen OIP solution is intended to enhance the stakeholder capacity for effective 
DDDM in support of achievement of strategic and SMA priorities related to enrollment as well 
as SMA3 performance targets. By empowering stakeholders within SEM structure to be able to 
anticipate and proactively prepare for future challenges and opportunities through effective 
DDDM, institutionalization and evolution of the solution has the potential to positively impact 
College X efforts toward financial sustainability. Moreover, this OIP has the potential to build a 
case for broader organizational applications and strategies. In Chapter 6 of Webber and Zheng’s 
book Big Data on Campus: Data Analytics and Decision Making in Higher Education, Glasgal 
and Nestor (2020) argue that building a data analytics culture that can “take root in an 
organization requires a network of people from across the institution to participate in elements 
of data governance and build a foundational layer for a data-enabled business” (p. 122). Doing 
so could position College X well for informing strategic work within uncertainty and complexity 
of HE context. Moreover, together these efforts support building of organizational DDDM 
culture. As Davies (2002) cites one US hospital group executive: “culture eats strategy for 
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Appendix C: Implementation Plan 
Goals Strategies Objectives Tactics 
1. Demonstrate 
the need for 
change to key 
stakeholders in 
the effort to 






sponsors and establish 
a guiding coalition 




develop a vision for 
change  
1.2 enhance 




funding and metrics 
presentations at SEM 
committees 
1.3 engage guiding 
coalition in formulating 
and endorsing the vision 
for change  
one-on-one consultations 




to articulate the gap 
between the current 
and the desired state 
and share the vision 
for the change 
1.4 enhance 
understanding of the 
need and vision for 
change   
presentations at SEM 
committees 
presentations at 
operational committees / 
meetings  
(Early Adopters and Early 
Majority) 

















ensure TS and TC 
governance is 
consistent with the 
college’s Data 
Governance Policy 
2.1 timely access to the 
right data and content 
by the right 
stakeholders 
develop TS and TC 
governance framework  
apply classification system 
to TS content  
ensure data driving 
decisions is accurate, up-
to-date, and timely  
2.2 increase stakeholder 
understanding of roles 
and responsibilities 
related to TS and TC  
develop onboarding 
educational materials for 
stakeholders including 
presentation and fact sheet 
keep current and readily 
accessible definitions of 
data and data sources  
ensure the content 
meets the needs of 
decision-makers by 
engaging key 
stakeholders in the 
process 
2.3 enhance and update 
TS content 
conduct needs and 
satisfaction assessment 
survey with TS users  
consult key decision-
makers in the effort to 
inform TS content 
enhancements and updates 
review i and ii to determine 
gaps in TS content  
prioritize enhancements 
and updates to TS content  
2.4 interface is user-
friendly  




remove barriers to 
access, engage with 
and use TS content  
and input from key 
stakeholder groups and 
review of best practices  
develop a protocol for new 
TS content 
2.5 reduce ad hoc data 
and information 
requests  
create an inventory of 
folders with dashboards 
available including 
questions they address 
socialize the inventory 
through relevant 
governance structure 
embed the inventory into 
all-things Tableau 
centralized location  
2.6 increase direct 
engagement among TS 
users  
develop a training module 
for viewing and interacting 
with TS content  
develop a video to 
accompany each 
dashboard (content to 
include purpose, overview 
of features and data, 
questions that can be 
answered) 
develop a one-page 
handout of key insights  
identify and monitor direct 
engagement metrics   
2.7 increase indirect 
engagement among TS 
users  
 
develop a training module 
for key features like views, 
alerts, metrics, downloads 
and sharing TS content  
develop a one-page best 
practice for maximizing 
viewer experience (how to 
make the most of each 
dashboard and stay up-to-
date on changes) 
identify and monitor 
indirect engagement 
metrics   
2.8 increase % of TS 
users accessing TS 
content 
develop how-to resources 
(step-by-step guide and 
training videos for logging 
in and navigating the TS  
create a centralized 
location for all-things 
Tableae 
launch Tableau intranet  
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develop a community 
building strategy 
(pilot Data Fellows 
Program) 
3.1 engage guiding 
coalition and TS users in 
informing community 
building strategy   
conduct a survey to gather 
input and interest  
engage in small group 
consultations  
endorsement from guiding 
coalition  
3.2 improve TS user 
(viewer) ability to 
engage with and use 
available server content  
develop a learning plan for 
TS user role (viewer) 
develop training materials 
for TS user role (viewer)    
implement a 
community building 
strategy (pilot Data 
Fellows Program) 
3.3 assess stakeholder 
change readiness 
identify Early Adopters 
and Early Majority; 
identify Late Adopters and 
Late Majority  
determine appropriate 
approaches to engage Early 
Adopters and Early 
Majority stakeholders 
consider appropriate 
approaches to engage late 
adopters and late majority 
stakeholders 
3.4 increase community 
engagement and 
collaboration 
develop a TUG (meets 
monthly) to promote 
collaboration across 
functions (all users) 
develop a TS champions 
group to share ideas (Data 
Fellows) 
launch lunch n’ learn 
meetings focused on 
building new skills (all 
users) 
establish Data Days to 





Appendix D: Monitoring and Evaluation Plan 
Chosen 
Solution 








Input from consultation sessions 
with key institutional partners 









Data collection from workshops 
including but not limited to 
attendance logs, workshop 
feedback, and observation logs. 
Data collection following the 
program completion including 
but not limited to assessment of 
learning and program outcomes 
through case study project and 
exit survey, completion rates, 
and graduates/alumni behavior 
following the ‘program’ 
completion. 
This would take place 
once; however, the 





































Collection of survey data from 
TS users to assess their needs 
and experiences with the 
existing tools and resources as 
well as perceptions of their 
DDDM abilities. 
 
TS user direct and indirect 
engagement baseline. 
 





Feedback from TUG leads, 
change sponsors and key 
institutional partners including, 
PPDR and RO.   
Before the 
announcement of 
changes about to take 
place. This would take 
place once.  
 
 
This would take place 
before the 
announcement of 
changes and would 
continue throughout 






























Satisfaction survey 6-months 
post redeployment. 
 
Monitoring relationship between 
TS and TC engagement and 
effective DDDM as measured by 
achievement of outcomes 
specific to SEM-related activity 
and informed by available tools 
and resources.  
Annually. 
 
 
Annually. 
Associate 
Director, IR 
 
IR unit 
 
 
 
 
